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ANNEX C C1-1 Final SEIS 

Assateague Short-Term Restoration Project:  Great Gull Bank Dredging Plan - 
Coordination Summary 
 
Date Person / 

Organization 
Summary 

12/20/00 George Ruddy / 
USFWS; John 
Nichols / NMFS 

E-mail from Chris Spaur providing information on status of short-term project and need 
to work together in near-future to develop dredging plan. 

12/21/00 Barry Drucker / 
MMS 

E-mail from Chris Spaur stating that Baltimore District intends to work with USFWS, 
NMFS, and DNR to develop a dredging plan for Great Gull Bank. 

3/6/01 John Nichols / 
NMFS; George 
Ruddy / USFWS 

Chris Spaur mailed maps of proposed borrow area on Great Gull Bank, 1995 and 1999 
hydrographic surveys, and sediment data. 

3/09/01 John Nichols / 
NMFS 

Telephone conversation with Chris Spaur (USACE) discussing materials previously 
mailed to John on dredging of Great Gull Bank.  John concurs with preliminary 
dredging area limits identified by Jim Snyder (USACE) based on 2/28/01 plan view of 
shoal.  NMFS basic goal is to maintain shoal profile.  Accordingly, try to maintain tops 
of promontories.  Can we dredge elsewhere on shoal to maintain overall shape?  Also 
would prefer using ebb shoal to degree practicable since this feature is being 
replenished. 

3/09/01 Jim Casey / MD 
DNR 

Telephone conversation with Chris Spaur (USACE).  Jim stated goal should be to 
maintain shoal as a feature on the seafloor.  The height of the shoal serves structure 
function for finfish.  Maintaining as much of crest as possible good.   

3/09/01 
& 
3/13/01 

George Ruddy / 
USFWS 

Telephone conversations with Chris Spaur (USACE) discussing materials previously 
mailed to George on dredging of Great Gull Bank.  USFWS goal is maintain shoal 
profile and long-term shoal integrity as a feature.  Shoal will be diminished no matter 
what if material is taken, but want shape retained and stability maintained.  Would like 
shoal surface kept as smooth as possible to mimic existing conditions, as opposed to 
creating large troughs.  Would prefer relatively even skim dredging over larger area as 
opposed to dredging deep holes, although more bottom would be impacted initially.  
Keep crest height, since higher crest should keep more heterogeneity of energy and 
therefore environmental conditions.   

3/13/01 Randy McBride / 
George Mason 
University 

Telephone conversation with Chris Spaur (USACE).  General recommendation:  
harvest sand from front edge of shoal so sand will come in to replenish site following 
dredging.  Removal of sand from downdrift side should serve to avoid exacerbating 
erosional impacts.  From geomorphic stability perspective best bet is probably to skim 
dredge over large area and avoid creating big holes. 

3/14/01 John Nichols / 
NMFS; George 
Ruddy / USFWS 

Chris Spaur e-mailed information on potential dredging techniques. 

3/27/01 John Wolflin / 
USFWS 

Letter sent to Colonel Fiala.  Discussed importance of offshore shoals and need to 
maintain these features.  Concur with selection of proposed borrow area.  Recommend 
that dredging impacts be spread over as wide an area as possible.  Note that dredging 
area could be expanded to accomodate this. 

4/6/01 Stuart Michaels / 
Delaware Fish & 
Wildlife 

Phone conversation with Chris Spaur regarding occurrence of horseshoe crabs in 
vicinity of Great Gull Bank.  Discussed seasonal closure of area within 30 miles of 
mouth of Delaware Bay by NMFS to protect horseshoe crabs. 

4/11/01 Roger Amato / 
MMS; Jim Casey 
/ MD DNR; John 
Nichols / NMFS; 
George Ruddy / 
USFWS; Will 
Waskes / MMS 

Met in Annapolis and discussed existing conditions and development of proposed 
dredging plan based on coordination during March.  General concurrence that proposed 
plan (as discussed in mitigation measures section of EFH report) should minimize 
detrimental impacts to geomorphologic integrity of Great Gull Bank and should 
minimize harm to finfish.  Agency representatives were particularly interested in future 
hydrographic surveys of shoal so that response of shoal to dredging could be better 
evaluated to see if plan "works."  USACE attendees were Pat Coury, Chris Spaur, and 
Jim Snyder. 
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4/13/01 Patricia Kurkul / 

NMFS 
Letter sent to Colonel Fiala.  Discussed importance of offshore shoals.  Concur with 
dredging plan, but remain concerned over potential for cumulative impacts to Great 
Gull Bank in future.  Note that Baltimore District is preparing EFH impacts analysis 
and provided recommendations.  Recommend reviewing NMFS Biological Opinion 
previously prepared for project. 

4/17/01 Al Wesche / 
DNR 

E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Provided information on availability of DNR information on 
occurrence of horseshoe crabs in vicinity of Great Gull Bank. 
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ANNEX C C2-1 Atlantic Coast of Md. Project SEIS  

Coordination Summary:  Atlantic Coast Project New Borrow Sources 
 
Date Person / Organization Summary 
11/14/01 Tim Goodger / NMFS Phone conversation with Chris Spaur discussing whether EFH 

Impacts Analysis needed to be done for study.  Tim said that we 
do need to do an analysis since the project is ongoing and is 
therefore from a legal perspective equivalent to a new project. 

5/20/02 Bob Conkwright / MGS Phone conversation with Amy Guise.  Of Weaver, Isle of Wight, 
A, and B shoals, Weaver probably has best beach sand.  Why not 
also look at Fenwick Shoal as source? 

5/21/02 George Ruddy / USFWS E-mail to Amy Guise.  Of the four candidate shoals, Weaver and 
Isle of Wight appear to offer least potential for conflict.  Isle of 
Wight would perhaps be USFWS preference.  Shoal B has most 
potential for environmental conflicts and would be least 
preferred.  The condition of Shoal B has been improved in recent 
years by the additions to the artificial reefs.  The area is known as 
the “bass grounds” to sport fishermen and is a popular sport 
fishing site.  Commercial surf clam fishermen also work in this 
general area, and refer to it is “first lump.”  Studies by VIMS for 
MMS have shown that benthic habitat quality on Isle of Wight 
and Weaver Shoals is relatively low compared to adjacent 
troughs.  Infaunal biomass on these shoals was dominated by surf 
clam.  The presence of this commercial species is an important 
consideration in selecting a borrow area and needs further 
investigation.  

6/5/02 Roger Amato, MMS; 
Barry Drucker, MMS; 
Tim Goodger, NMFS; 
Amy Guise, USACE; 
Scott Johnson, USACE; 
Denny Klosterman, 
USACE; Larry Mathena, 
USACE; George Ruddy, 
USFWS; Jim Snyder, 
USACE; Will Waskes, 
MMS  

Interagency meeting.  Discussed selection of borrow sites for 
future sand sources for Ocean City.  MMS provided information 
on ongoing biological studies of shoals.  George said that 
USFWS would prefer excavating below existing bottom to obtain 
sand from an already dredged area than moving to a new shoal 
and disturbing it.  Group discussed that to preserve integrity of 
shoal physical character it probably makes sense to mine larger 
shoals since proportional impact would be less.  Larry said that 
Corps will prepare mapping of shoals, and conduct HTRW and 
UXO records search of Fenwick and Weaver Shoals.  Tim will 
seek information on surf clamming activity.   

3/31/03 Darlene Wells / MGS Phone conversation with Chris Spaur.  Discussed possibility of 
dredging shore-attached finger shoals to reduce wave energy 
striking beach at hotspots.  Darlene said that if mud underlies 
these features would probably want to reject this alternative.  
Hotspots are where beach changes orientation, as well as where 
finger shoals are located.  Finger shoals have been there a long 
time, are in equilibrium with current conditions.  Darlene began a 
hotspot report that was never completed in which she looked at 
structure of these shoals.  Need to consider whether their removal 
could impact shoreline orientation. 
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5/23/03 Tim Goodger, NMFS; 
Jordan Loran, MD DNR; 
Terry McGean, Ocean 
City; Gwen Meyer, 
USACE; Renee Orr, 
MMS; George Ruddy, 
USFWS; Jim Snyder, 
USACE; Chris Spaur, 
USACE;Will Waskes, 
MMS  

Interagency Conference Call.  Discussed selection of shoals for 
sand sources and how to dredge them in context of larger context 
of balanced, responsible continental shelf management.  See 
separate meeting minutes for additional information. 

5/30/03 Nancy Butowski / MD 
DNR 

E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Weaver and Isle of Wight shoals are 
important recreational fishing areas for striped bass, especially in 
the fall.  Once fishing moratorium for striped bass is listed it is 
likely that these shoals would again be fishing hotspots for 
striped bass. 

7/11/03 Steve Doctor / MD DNR E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Agree with what Nancy comment on 
5/30.  Isle of Wight and Fenwick shoals are important feeding 
and staging areas for striped bass, especially in the fall and 
spring.  Not much in summer.  The further away from the inlet 
and the further offshore, the less the impact on inshore fisheries. 

1/8/04 Doug Forsell / USFWS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Doug believes that offshore shoals are 
valuable foraging habitat for seabirds, although he has not found 
large numbers of seabirds over than over shoals at mouths of 
Chesapeake Bay and Delaware Bay.  Anecdotal observations 
indicate reduced use of Hen and Chicken Shoals in Delaware and 
shoals off Virginia Beach by seabirds following big dredging 
projects there.  His opinion is that seabirds concentrate feeding 
efforts in areas where currents or upwelling concentrate prey or 
bring them to the surface.  This would probably occur in vicinity 
of crests of shoals, thus maintaining crests is probably important.  
Scoters appear to concentrate in offshore areas less than 10 m 
deep and within about 5 nautical miles of shore.  This would 
support not removing shallow areas of shoals, and also dredging 
offshore rather than inshore shoals. 

2/17/04 Multiple Government 
Agencies and Citizens 
Organizations 

Initial study coordination letter from Wes Coleman soliciting 
input on Atlantic Coast Study investigations. 

3/4/2004 James Mathias / Ocean 
City 

Letter to Wes Coleman responding to initial coordination letter 
on Atlantic Coast Study.  Supports investigation and past project 
work has been important for Ocean City. 

3/17/04 Robert Baldwin / 
DNREC 

Letter to Wes Coleman responding to initial coordination letter 
on Atlantic Coast Study.  Delaware has benefited from sand 
placement at Ocean City and is interested in results of further 
studies related to hot spots.  Are currently working with 
Philadelphia District on Fenwick Island, Delaware Study.   

4/8/04 Melanie Stright / MMS E-mail to Ken Baumgardt.  MMS requires archaeological surveys 
of offshore borrow areas prior to project approval.  MMS has 
standard survey requirements for such projects in order to ensure 
compliance with Section 106 of NHPA 
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4/13/04 George Ruddy / USFWS Phone conversation with Chris Spaur.  Discussed recreational and 
commercial fishing activities on offshore shoals.  Regionally, 
Fenwick Shoal is a well known recreational fishing area.  
Candidate shoals for this study are less well-known.  Shoal B is 
called “First Lump” by fishermen.  Recreational fishing use of 
shoals may not correlate well with their ecological value.  
Proximity to harbors is often a very important factor in 
determining recreational importance.  For commercial fishermen 
proximity is of less importance.  Intense surf clamming in 1960s 
and early 1970s could have eliminated some live bottom in the 
area.  

4/14/04 Joane Mueller / MDE Letter to Wes Coleman indicating MDE has received initial 
coordination letter on Atlantic Coast Study and has circulated 
copy of letter through department for review.  MDE determined 
that the project is consistent with MDE plans, programs, and 
objectives. 

4/21/04 Mark Byrnes / Applied 
Coastal Research and 
Engineering 

E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Geometry is the key to minimizing 
impacts to physical processes on shoals when dredging.  Volume 
of extracted material is not primary factor in evaluating impacts; 
dimensions are.  Shallower more widely spread dredging less 
impact because less steep slope created.  Shoals are dynamic 
features.  Active wave depth in mid-Atlantic is to about 10 m, but 
non-wave currents play role in maintaining shoals to this depth 
and deeper.  Shoal crests exist at many different depths on shelf.  
Progressing offshore, relative importance of wave energy 
decreases while influence of shelf currents (wind and tide) 
increases. 

4/21/04 Bob Conkwright / MGS Studies of Fenwick, Weaver, and Isle of Wight Shoals MGS has 
conducted show four general pattern of substrate conditions.  
Shoal crests consist of sand with coarse bedforms and almost no 
shell material.  Shoal flanks have sand with some shell and 
biogenic materials.  Intershoal regions have sand with richer but 
not abundant benthos.  Patch-mat regions occur between shoals 
that have muddy substrates, abundant patches/mats of worm tube 
colonies, and shell beds.  The shoals are essentially gentle lumps 
on an otherwise planar surface. 

7/12/04 Maureen Bornholdt / 
MMS 

Letter from David Pedersen requesting participation of MMS as 
cooperating agency in general reevaluation study. 

7/26/04 Robert Pennington / 
USFWS 

Letter to Colonel Davis providing summary of George Ruddy’s 
contacts with commercial and recreational fishermen of coastal 
ocean waters.  Letter recommends that Shoal B is of such high 
value as a fishery site that it should be avoided for the near future 
as a source of borrow material. 
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7/27/04 Bob Conkwright / MGS Inner shelf from Fenwick Shoal to Great Gull Bank is a gently 
undulating plain punctuated by small rises consisting of sand 
deposits - the shoals.  Shelf appears to be a plain at about -20 m 
with the shoals draped over the top.  Shoals typically have 10-12 
m relief while shelf shows 6-8 m relief range.  Surface geology 
suggests that this is a depositional environment controlled in part 
by antecedent topography.  Previous erosional features that 
existed when area was above sea-level have been infilled and 
overlain by depositional features. 

8/03/04 Maureen Bornholdt / 
MMS 

Letter to Robert Pace indicating that MMS will participate as 
cooperating agency in Atlantic Coast GR Study. 

11/18/04 Brian Hug / MDE Air 
and Radiation 
Management 
Administration 

Phone conversation with Chris Spaur.  Worcester County is in 
attainment for the 1 hour ozone standard and impending more 
strict 8 hour standard.  All of Maryland is in attainment for other 
five air pollutants for which standards have been set by USEPA.  
Because it is in attainment, general conformity doesn’t apply and 
there are no general conformity thresholds.  No formal air quality 
analysis for project is required. 

12/17/04 Carl Zimmerman / NPS Phone conversation with Chris Spaur.  Discussed potential 
increased use of ebb shoal as sand source for Ocean City and 
impacts to Assateague Island. 

1/13/05 Jim Casey / DNR Discussion with Chris Spaur.  Ebb shoal is recreationally 
clammed by people who access area by boat.  Recreational 
fishing is done on margins of ebb shoal, but conditions are too 
rough for people to fish from boats on top of it. 

2/14/05 George Ruddy / USFWS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Ebb shoal does not appear to have 
particular importance as fish habitat relative to the surrounding 
waters.  Fish tend to be attracted to the general area due the 
presence of the inlet and associated jetty structures, but the ebb 
shoal itself does not seem to be notable fish habitat.  

2/15/05 Bob Conkwright / MGS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Provided information on Shoal E 
morphometrics and geology. 

2/16/05 Michael Hill / NPS Letter from Robert Pace with attachment summarizing 
information on potential increased use of ebb shoal as source of 
sand for Ocean City.  Letter requested NPS opinion on this topic. 

2/2/8/05 Barry Drucker & Will 
Waskes / MMS 

E-mail from Chris Spaur with attached preliminary version of 
draft general reevaluation report with integrated EIS for review. 

8/3/05 Michael Hill / NPS Letter to Wes Coleman.  NPS does not believe that it is in the 
best interest of Assateague Island National Seashore to support 
any significant new dredging of the ebb tidal shoal or any other 
sand body providing shoreline protection to Assateague Island for 
renourishment of Ocean City beaches. 

8/17/05 Bob Conkwright / MGS, 
Darlene Wells / MGS, 
Roger Amato / MMS, 
Will Waskes / MMS, 
Chris Spaur / USACE 

Interagency meeting at MGS in Baltimore.  Discussed current 
and future MMS/MGS investigations of continental shelf.   
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9/9/05 Frank Steimle / NMFS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Information on live bottom habitats off 
Delmarva is very limited.  To his knowledge, it seems to be 
associated with rock outcrops or wrecks which provide a material 
for live corals to attach to.  Capt. Monty Hawkins opinions are 
probably valid as to greater historic distribution in past.   

2/24/06 George Ruddy / USFWS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Proposed dredging plan being developed 
that would dredge from the other 3 candidate shoals first, and 
then only dredge from Shoal B in the future if it is determined 
that its fishery value has changed, is acceptable.  USFWS 
recommendation against B was based on perceived fishery 
activity.  George noted that recent MMS-funded draft study by 
VERSAR did not reach same conclusion regarding Shoal B, and 
ranked Weaver Shoal to be of greater ecologic value. 

3/8/06 Dave Brinker / DNR Discussion with Chris Spaur.  Dave said that remaining natural 
habitats on Fenwick Island are of high importance to neotropical 
migratory birds, not the constructed and maintained beach and 
dunes.  Beach nourishment impacts are not a concern for 
neotropical migrants. 

3/8/06 John Nichols /  NMFS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Since new sand sources are proposed, 
suggests reinitiating informal consultation with Julie Crocker of 
NMFS in Gloucester regarding potential endangered species 
impacts.   

3/16/06 Julie Crocker / NMFS Phone conversation with Chris Spaur regarding NMFS' 
Biological Opinion prepared in April 1998 and whether 
applicable to use of new borrow sources.  Julie said that change 
in borrow areas is considered a major change.  Requires updating 
information on sea turtles in the area in the B.O.  Send her 
information on borrow sites and she will look into matter.   

3/24/06 Paul Perdito / DNR Letter from Bill Abadie.  Provided information on proposed new 
offshore borrow sites and request information on presence of rare 
species in project area. 

5/19/06 John Nichols / NMFS E-mail from Chris Spaur.  Provided summary information on 
status of borrow areas study and EFH impacts assessment in 
preparation. 

6/2/06 John Nichols / NMFS E-mail from Chris Spaur.  Provided electronic copy of 
investigations into fishing activity at candidate shoals conducted 
by USFWS for study. 

6/21/06 Lori Byrne / DNR Letter to Bill Abadie.  Provided records of state rare, threatened, 
and endangered species from vicinity of project area in Maryland.  

7/20/06 Mary Colligan / NMFS Letter from Amy Guise.  Requested concurrence that proposed 
dredging of new borrow sources might adversely affect 
individual sea turtles but is not likely to jeopardize any species 
population.  Accordingly, findings of 1998 Biological Opinion 
should still apply. 
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7/25/06 John Nichols / NMFS E-mail from Chris Spaur.  Provided summary information on 
how 5% maximum volume constraint and other dredging 
guidelines were formulated.  Requested opinion on whether 5% 
acceptable since was formulated with Tim Goodger rather than 
John.  Other dredging guidelines essentially same as those for 
previous dredging of Great Gull Bank developed with John 
previously. 

8/22/06 George Ruddy / USFWS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Forwarded information from Capt. Monty 
Hawkins stating that squid were historically abundant in coastal 
ocean waters near shore and may have come there to spawn.  
Marlin fishermen historically targeted shoals inshore as far as 
Great Gull Bank, probably because these fish fed on squid that 
were formerly there.  Natural rocky bottom areas support sea 
whip corals which probably supported squid. 

8/24/06 Patricia Kurkul / NMFS Letter to Amy Guise.  Acknowledged receipt of 7/20 letter.  
Provided summary information on presence of sea turtles and 
whales in project area waters.  7/20 letter serves as 
commencement of formal consultation.  Formal consultation 
would end 11/6 unless extended.  Biological opinion would be 
delivered within 45 days of that date. 

9/11/06 Barry Drucker / MMS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  MMS has no specific requirements for 
how NOA for SEIS is to be prepared in its role as cooperating 
agency. 

10/19/06 Steve Allen / USACE 
(Philadelphia) 

E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Sand source used for Fenwick Island, 
Delaware beachfill project was in State of Delaware waters and 
did not involve dredging any major shoals.  Fenwick Shoal is 
about 2.5 nautical miles to the west of their borrow area. 

10/27/06 Patricia Kurkul / NMFS Letter to Amy Guise.  Stated that all information necessary to 
prepare BO had been received.  Noted that BO due date was 
incorrect in previous letter.  Correct due date is 12/5. 

11/21/06 John Nichols / NMFS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Concurs with proposal to not include fish 
species in EFH impacts assessment for which EFH is designated 
in waters greater than 60 feet deep. 

11/30/06 Patricia Kurkul / NMFS Letter to Amy Guise containing attached Biological Opinion 
from NMFS on potential project impact to endangered/threatened 
sea turtles and whales.  Opinion concluded that dredging of new 
borrow areas may adversely affect two species of sea turtles but 
is unlikely to jeopardize the species' continued existence. 

12/19/06 Barry Drucker / MMS E-mail from Chris Spaur.  Revisions have been made to draft 
SEIS to address MMS comments from fall.  Please back-check. 

12/21/06 Barry Drucker / MMS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Comments appear to be incorporated.  No 
further comments. 

12/21/06 George Ruddy / USFWS E-mail from Chris Spaur.  Provided information on coordinating 
information to fishermen on when ocean dredging would occur 
via notice to mariners and other advertisements in newspaper. 

12/21/06 George Ruddy / USFWS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Suggested planning Atlantic Coast 
Project routine beach nourishment dredging via an interagency 
process, perhaps modeled after LTSM Project interagency 
process.  Planning of dredging could be done at same time as 
LTSM Project dredging is being planned. 
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1/9/07 Coastal Bays STAC Chris Spaur gave presentation to Scientific and Technical 
Advisory Committee at Horn Point Laboratory providing 
overview of proposed borrow plan and formulation process for 
that plan.  STAC attendees included representatives of DNR, 
MGS, USFWS, NPS, MDE, USGS, academic institutions, and 
private environmental companies.   

1/11/07 Mary Ratnaswamy / 
USFWS 

Letter to Colonel Mueller containing Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act report for proposed borrow plan.  Concurred 
with proposed plan, recommended interagency coordination to 
plan details of dredging in future and monitoring of shoals to 
determine response to dredging. 

1/15/07 Barry Drucker / MMS E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Forwarded information on thickness of 
material removed during trailer suction hopper dredge dredging 
obtained from C.F. Bean L.L.C.   

1/18/07 Bob Conkwright / MGS Phone conversation with Chris Spaur.  MGS has conducted 
sidescan and QTC surveys of Great Gull Bank following 2002 
dredging for Assateague.  However, have not done any 
bathymetric surveying.  Bathymetric surveys are necessary to 
follow sand movements and track shoal evolution.  Bathymetric 
surveys are very expensive and MGS does not possess the 
equipment to conduct these in-house. 

1/23/07 Rob Nairn / Baird and 
Associates 

E-mail to Chris Spaur.  Baird will be monitoring/modeling 
physical processes at Isle of Wight Shoal in the near future for 
MMS.  Work will relate to likely shoal evolution following 
dredging for beach nourishment sand 

 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This Page Intentionally Blank 



 
 
 
 
 
 

ANNEX C3 
 

Copies of Coordination Records and Correspondence Received Prior to 
Release of May 2007 Draft SEIS 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This Page Intentionally Blank 





60095Federal Register / Vol. 68, No. 203 / Tuesday, October 21, 2003 / Notices 

considered for admittance to the Air 
Force Academy.

Pamela Fitzgerald, 
Air Force Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 03–26339 Filed 10–20–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001–05–P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army 

Availability for Non-Exclusive, 
Exclusive, or Partially Exclusive 
Licensing of U.S. and Foreign Patents 
and Patent Applications Concerning 
Indolo [2,1-B] Quinazole-6,12-Dione 
Antimalarial Compounds and Methods 
of Treating Malaria

AGENCY: Department of the Army, DOD.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In accordance with 37 CFR 
Part 404.6 and 404.7, announcement is 
made of the availability for licensing of 
inventions set forth in the following, 
related patent applications: 

1. Title: Indolo [2,1-B] Quinazole-6, 
12-Dione Antimalarial Compounds and 
Methods of Treating Malaria. 

U.S. Patent No.: 6,531,487. 
Issued: March 11, 2003. 
2. Title: Indolo [2,1-B] Quinazole-6, 

12-Dione Antimalarial Compounds and 
Methods. 

U.S. Patent No.: 6,284,772. 
Issued: September 28, 1999. 
Foreign rights are also available. The 

United States Government, as 
represented by the Secretary of the 
Army, has rights in these inventions.
ADDRESSES: Commander, U.S. Army 
Medical Research and Materiel 
Command, ATTN: Command Judge 
Advocate, MCMR–JA, 504 Scott Street, 
Fort Detrick, Frederick, MD 21702–
5012.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
patent issues, Ms. Elizabeth Arwine, 
Patent Attorney, (301) 619–7808. For 
licensing issues, Dr. Paul Mele, Office of 
Research & Technology Applications, 
(301) 619–6664, both at telefax (301) 
619–5034.

Luz D. Ortiz, 
Army Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 03–26431 Filed 10–20–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–08–M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army 

Intent To Grant an Exclusive License

AGENCY: Department of the Army, DoD.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In accordance with 35 U.S.C. 
209(e) and 37 CFR 404.7(a)(l)(i), 
announcement is made of the intent to 
grant an exclusive, royalty-bearing, 
revocable license for the U.S. Patents 
listed below to New England Ropes, Inc. 
with its principal place of business at 
848 Airport road, Fall River, 
Massachusetts 02720.
DATES: File written objections by 
November 5, 2003.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Robert Rosenkrans at U.S. Army Soldier 
and Biological Chemical Command, 
Kansas Street, Natick, MA 01760, 
Phone; (508) 233–4928 or e-mail: 
Robert.Rosenkrans@natick.army.mil.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
exclusive licenses will be royalty 
bearing and will comply with the terms 
and conditions of 35 U.S.C. 209 and 37 
CFR 404.7. The exclusive licenses may 
be granted, unless within fifteen (15) 
days from the date of this published 
notice, SBCCOM receives written 
evidence and argument to establish that 
the grant of the license would not be 
consistent with the requirements of 35 
U.S.C. 209 and 37 CFR 404.7 the 
following Titles, Patent Numbers, and 
Issue dates are provided: 

1. Title: Harness for Human Wear; 
Patent No. 6, 189,651; Issue Date: 
February 20, 2001. 

2. Title: Harness for Human Wear; 
Patent No. 5,857,540; Issue Date: 
January 12, 1999. 

3. Title: Rappel Tool for Descent of a 
Load and Rappel Tool and Stirrup 
Assembly for Ascent Along a Rappel 
Rope; Patent No. 6,095,282; Issue Date: 
August 1, 2000. 

4. Title: Rappel Rope Storage and 
Deployment System; Patent No. 
5,868,219; Issue Date: February 9, 1999.

Luz D. Ortiz, 
Army Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 03–26432 Filed 10–20–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–08–M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 

Intent To Prepare a General 
Reevaluation Report and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Atlantic Coast of Maryland 
Shoreline Protection Project, Ocean 
City, MD

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DOD.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), the Baltimore District, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), will 
conduct a General Reevaluation Report 
(GRR) and Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) to evaluate new sand 
borrow areas for the continued beach 
replenishment at Ocean City, Maryland, 
and potential modifications to the 
existing project to better protect Ocean 
City at areas of high erosion. 

The Atlantic Coast of Maryland 
Shoreline Protection Project, Ocean 
City, Maryland, is designed to provide 
coastal flood and erosion protection to 
Ocean City. As part of the project 
design, periodic renourishment and 
maintenance of the beach are required 
to maintain the design level of 
protection. Every four years, 
approximately 800,000 cubic yards of 
sand are required to renourish and 
maintain the beaches. The original 
feasibility report identified borrow areas 
that will be consumed within the next 
eight years (two beach renourishment 
cycles) or less, assuming no extreme 
storm events. Estimates show that 
approximately 10–12 million cubic 
yards of sand are needed to maintain the 
four-year cycles for the remaining 
project life. The District proposes to 
analyze, evaluate, and select the best 
site(s) for additional borrow material. 

In addition, the project has 
experienced three persistent areas of 
erosion, or hot spots, that have required 
significant amounts of sand 
renourishment since the project’s 
inception. These areas, centered on 
32nd Street, 81st Street, and 146th 
Street have been examined in the past, 
and several potential cost-effective 
solutions were identified. The second 
purpose of this reevaluation study and 
resulting GRR is to analyze, evaluate, 
and select the best alternative to reduce 
maintenance costs for two of the three 
areas. The area at 146th Street has been 
addressed by the Corps’ Philadelphia 
District’s Fenwick Island, Delaware, 
Interim Feasibility Study—Final 
Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

The study will be conducted in 
compliance with Section 404 and 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act, the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act, Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, Prime and Unique Farmlands, the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act, and 
National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Act. All appropriate 
documentation (i.e., Section 7, Section 
106 coordination letters, and public and 
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agency comments) will be obtained and 
included as part of the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Questions about the proposed action 
and DEIS can be addressed to Mr. 
Harold K. Clingerman, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, ATTN: CENAB–PL–P, 10 
South Howard Street, P.O. Box 1715, 
Baltimore, MD, 21203–1715, telephone 
410–962–2650; e-mail address: 
harold.k.clingerman@usace.army.mil

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 1. In 
September 1991 construction of the 
shoreline protection features of the 
project were essentially complete and 
the project was dedicated on October 
30, 1991. The project consists of 
widening and raising the beach from 4th 
street to the Maryland-Delaware line 
(about 8.2 miles) and a 0.3 mile 
transition into Delaware, construction of 
a steel sheetpile bulkhead from 4th 
street to the north end of the boardwalk 
at 28th Street (about 1.5 miles), 
construction of a sand dune from the 
north end of the boardwalk to the 
Maryland-Delaware line (about 6.7 
miles plus a 0.3 mile transition into 
Delaware), and project operation and 
maintenance (non-Federal cost). The 
long-term features of the project include 
monitoring and renourishment (cost 
shared 53%/47%) over an economic life 
of 50 years. Maintenance of the dune 
and berm above +6 feet NGVD is the 
financial responsibility of the non-
Federal sponsor. 

2. As part of the EIS process, 
recommendations of borrow areas and 
project modifications will be based on 
an evaluation of the probable impact of 
the proposed activity on the public 
interest. The decision will reflect the 
national concern for the protection and 
utilization of important resources. The 
benefit, which may reasonably be 
expected to accrue from the proposal, 
will be balanced against its reasonably 
foreseeable detriments. All factors that 
may be relevant to the proposal will be 
considered, among these are: Fish and 
wildlife resources; cultural resources; 
land use; water and air quality; 
hazardous, toxic, and radioactive 
substances; threatened and endangered 
species; regional geology; aesthetics; 
environmental justice; and the general 
needs and welfare of the public. 

3. The DEIS for the GRR is expected 
for public release in late 2004.

Wesley E. Coleman, Jr., 
Chief, Civil Project Development Branch.
[FR Doc. 03–26434 Filed 10–20–03; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3710–41–M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 

Chief of Engineers Environmental 
Advisory Board; Meeting

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD.
ACTION: Notice of open meeting.

SUMMARY: In accordance with 10(a)(2) of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
(Pub. L. 92–463), announcement is 
made of the forthcoming meeting. The 
meeting is open to the public. 

Name of Committee: Chief of 
Engineers Environmental Advisory 
Board (EAB). 

Date: November 6, 2003. 
Location: Crowne Plaza Hotel—Old 

Mill, 655 N. 108 Avenue, Omaha, NE 
68154, (402) 496–0850. 

Time: 8:30 a.m. to 12 p.m.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Norman Edwards, Headquarters, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Washington, 
DC 20314–1000; Ph: (202) 761–4559.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Board 
advises the Chief of Engineers on 
environmental policy, identification and 
resolution of environmental issues and 
missions, and addressing challenges, 
problems and opportunities in an 
environmentally sustainable manner. 
The EAB will visit many locations on 
the Missouri River prior to the meeting 
to gain a better perspective of the issues 
of national significance associated with 
that river system. The public meeting, 
however, will focus on the generic issue 
of independent science review. The 
intent of this meeting is to present an 
opportunity for the Chief of Engineers to 
receive the views of his EAB. Time will 
be provided, however, for public 
comment. Each speaker will be limited 
to no more than three minutes in order 
to accommodate as many people as 
possible within the limited time 
available. If you wish to receive 
electronic notice of future meetings you 
may subscribe to a list server at:
http://www.usace.army.mil/inet/
functions/cw/hot_topics/eab.htm.

Luz D. Ortiz, 
Army Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 03–26433 Filed 10–20–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–92–M

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request

AGENCY: Department of Education.

SUMMARY: The Leader, Regulatory 
Information Management Group, Office 
of the Chief Information Officer invites 
comments on the submission for OMB 
review as required by the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995.
DATES: Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments on or before 
November 20, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be addressed to the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
Attention: Lauren Wittenberg, Desk 
Officer, Department of Education, Office 
of Management and Budget, 725 17th 
Street, NW., Room 10235, New 
Executive Office Building, Washington, 
DC 20503 or should be electronically 
mailed to the internet address 
Lauren_Wittenberg@omb.eop.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
3506 of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1995 (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35) requires 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) provide interested 
Federal agencies and the public an early 
opportunity to comment on information 
collection requests. OMB may amend or 
waive the requirement for public 
consultation to the extent that public 
participation in the approval process 
would defeat the purpose of the 
information collection, violate State or 
Federal law, or substantially interfere 
with any agency’s ability to perform its 
statutory obligations. The Leader, 
Regulatory Information Management 
Group, Office of the Chief Information 
Officer, publishes that notice containing 
proposed information collection 
requests prior to submission of these 
requests to OMB. Each proposed 
information collection, grouped by 
office, contains the following: (1) Type 
of review requested, e.g. new, revision, 
extension, existing or reinstatement; (2) 
Title; (3) Summary of the collection; (4) 
Description of the need for, and 
proposed use of, the information; (5) 
Respondents and frequency of 
collection; and (6) Reporting and/or 
Recordkeeping burden. OMB invites 
public comment.

Dated: October 15, 2003. 
Angela C. Arrington, 
Leader, Regulatory Information Management 
Group, Office of the Chief Information Officer.

Office of Elementary and Secondary 
Education 

Type of Review: Extension. 
Title: Reading First Annual 

Performance Report. 
Frequency: Annually. 
Affected Public: State, Local, or Tribal 

Gov’t, SEAs or LEAs (primary). 
Reporting and Recordkeeping Hour 

Burden: 
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> 
ci TOWN OF 

OCEAN CITY 
The White Marlin Capital of the World 

March 4,2004 

MAYOR & CITY COUNCIL 
RO. BOX 158 
OCEAN CITY, 
MARYLAND 21843-0158 

RE: Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Pq-ed 

Wesley E. Cayman, Jr. 
Chief, Civil Proied Developnent Branch 

MAYOR 
JAMES N. MATHIAS. JR. 

BanimareDi&d 
U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

P.O. Box 171 5 RICHARD W. MEEHAN 
Preridenr 

Baltimore, MD 21203-171 5 JAMES S. HALL 
Secrrlary 

Dear Mr. Cayman: 
VINCENT GISRIEL. JR. 
JOSEPH T. HALL I1 
NANCY L. HOWARD 

Thank you for your letter dated Fekuary 17,2004 O n g  the GemA Reevduation Repat for the LLOYD MARTIN 

Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Pqed. As a long term partner with the Amy Corps, M. MmECIC 

State and County, Ocean C i  stands ready to provide whatever information and support the Army 
Corps of Engineers requires to continue this successful project I truly believe in the value of Beach 'DENNIS W. DARE 

Replenishment and the vital role this pmject has played preventing storm damage and loss of life in C"yMa"Ber 

ocean my. CAROL L. JACOBS 
O t y  Clerk 

As successful as the pmject has been, I recognize that there is ahrvays room for imprarement and 
encourage the Corps to pursue solutions to the 'hot spot" areas. Insuring that adequate borrow areas 
are available is, of course, critical to the lonpterm success of the project and Ocean C i  fully 
supports the Corp's efforts to identify such areas. 

Findly, Ocean City welcomes the mduation of the level of storm protection pravided by the plojed 
I am certain that when this study is completed it will confirm what we here in Ocean City have long 
s u w e d ,  that the broj has exceeded all earlier expectations. 

I appreciate the opportunity to carment on these items. If you need any addiond i n f m  from 
ocean q, please feel free to contact either Terence McGean, our City Engineer at (410)289-8796 

Cc: CiCou;rcil 

Ocean City, MD 
had -m 



STATE O F  DELAWARE 
DEPARTMENT O F  NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL 

DIVISION OF SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION 
89 KINGS HIGHWAY 

OFFICE OF THE DOVER, DELAWARE 19901 TELEPHONE: (302) 739 - 441 1 
D 1 RECTOR FAX: (302) 739 - 6724 

March 17,2004 

Wesley E. Coleman, Jr. a 

Chief, Civil Project Development Branch 
Baltimore District 

~ " 

Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, Maryland 21 203-1 71 5 

Dear Mr. Coleman, - 

Thank you for your letter of February 17,2004 soliciting input into your 
investigation into the Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project. The 
Ocean City project has been a great success for the Corps and Delaware has benefited 
fiom the placement of sand in Ocean City as well is' that placed in the taper area within 
Fenwick Island, DE. Refinement of the project to' iddress persistent hot spots will fiuther 
improve an already successfhl project. We are interested in the results of the analysis of 
the level of protection provided by the project. This analysis aids all beach nourishment 
projects by its ground truthing the predictive models used to determine beach widths 
needed for design levels of protection. 

do not have specific information to provide to you for this effort. Pertinent 
information that could assist you is that information acquired by the Philadelphia District 
in the development of plans and specifications for the Fenwick Island project. As you 
stated in your letter, the Fenwick Island project taper will address one of the Ocean City 
hot spots. The littoral exchange of sand between the two states, and two separate 
projects, is a benefit to both beach areas. Nature knows no political boundaries and the 
symbiosis between the two projects is clear. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of any help to you in the 
investigation of the Ocean City project. 



- - MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT - 
1800 Washington Boulevard o Baltimore Maryland 21230-1718 

MDE (410,537-4120 - 
Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr. 
Governor 

Kendl P. Philbrick 
Secretarv 

April 14, 2004 

Mr. Wesley E. Coleman, Jr. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

' 

Baltimore District 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore MD 21203 

RE: State Application Identifier: MD20040220-0102 
Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection 

Dear Mr. Coleman: 

Thank you for providing the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) with the opportunity to 
comment on the above-referenced project. Copies of the documents were circulated throughout MDE for 
review, and it has been determined that this project is consistent with MDE's plans, programs and 
objectives. 

Again, thank you for giving MDE the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions or 
need additional information, please feel free to call me at (410) 537-4120. 

Sincerely, - - 

"~oane D. Mueller 
MDE Clearinghouse Coordinator 
Technical and Regulatory Services Administration 

cc: ~ o b  Rosenbush, State Clearinghouse 











MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE 
Washington, DC 20240 

Mr. Robert Pace 
Chief, Planning Division 
Baltimore District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715 

-. - ..Dear Mr. Pace: ~ . -- .- . , . - . - . .- - - -- - ~ -- 
-- - .. . -- -. - 

We recently received a letter from Major David Pedersen, Jr. requesting our participation 
as a cooperating agency in the General Reevaluation Report and Integrated 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Project, 
Ocean City, Maryland. We will be pleased to participate with you as a cooperating - 
agency with the understanding that the Baltimore District is the lead agency. As you may 
know, the Minerals Management Service (MMS) has been working with the State of 
Maryland since 1992 to evaluate sand deposits in the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) off 
its shore. 

As a cooperating agency, the MMS will participate in the preparation and reviews of 
those parts of the reports that discuss proposed borrow areas in the OCS offshore 
Maryland and Delaware. The MMS will also participate to the extent possible in future 
public study meetings, meetings with other resource agencies, and important internal 
study meetings including presentations by the Waterways ~xpehment Station related to 
the project. 

We appreciate your invitation and look forward to working with you on this project. 

. -  ... . .  .. ~ . .  - . .  - - - -- . -- Sincerely, . - . - - .  -A -. - - .- .- . ~ ~- 

Maureen Bornholdt 
Chief, Marine Minerals Branch 
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Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project:  
General Reevaluation Study  

 
Overview of Study and Reconsideration of Ebb Shoal as Sand 

Source for Ocean City 
 

 
Introduction 
 
The ongoing general reevalution of the authorized Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline 
Protection Project is seeking to select additional sources of sand for Ocean City.  Based 
on recent beach nourishment work completed to date, it is estimated that 800,000 cubic 
yards of sand every 4 years will be needed to maintain existing conditions at Ocean City 
through the 50 year economic life of the project which ends in 2044.  Identified sand 
sources in state waters are forecast to be exhausted after about 2010; following that, it is 
anticipated that sand from Federal waters would provide the majority of the material 
needed for beach nourishment work.  Based on project performance since 1998, total 
sand needs for the 34 year period from 2010 through 2044 would be 6,800,000 cubic 
yards.  However, it is likely that up to an additional 2,000,000 cubic yards of sand could 
be needed to undertake emergency repairs.  Accordingly, it is forecast that about 
8,800,000 cubic yards of sand would be needed after about 2010 to maintain the Ocean 
City beaches with both routine and emergency nourishment sand through the end of the 
project’s economic life in 2044.   
 
Ocean City is of such economic and social importance that beach nourishment activities 
are forecast to continue for the foreseeable future, whether implemented by federal, state, 
county, or city governments.  Because of the nature of Maryland coastal geology 
combined with economic, engineering, and environmental factors, the optimal sources of 
sand for this purpose are contained in oceanic shoals.  Study efforts to date have focused 
on shore-detached offshore shoals in Federal waters.  Previous USACE study reports 
completed in 1980, 1989, and 1998 considered the ebb shoal as a source of sand for 
Ocean City.  USACE (1989) rejected it out right, while USACE (1998) allowed for 
dredging of a minor amount of sand from the ebb shoal for Ocean City.  This document 
provides an overview of information relevant to revisiting the issue of whether the ebb 
shoal can be utilized as a source of sand to meet a more substantial portion of Ocean 
City’s future needs.   
 
 
Sand of and for Ocean City Beach 
 
Historically from 1929 to 1954 prior to major beach nourishment efforts, median grain 
size of beach sand at the Maryland/Delaware border was found to range from 2.24 to 1.3 
phi (0.20 to 0.41 mm) (USACE, 1966 cited in Ramsey, 1999) (Table 1).  Beach sand 
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median grain-size at the Md./Del. boundary was determined to be 2.24 phi (0.212 mm) in 
1964 (USACE, 1966 cited in Ramsey, 1999), following major beach nourishment 
operations that utilized material from bayside sources in 1962 and 1963 (USACE, 1998).  
Variability in sampling methods, sample location on the beach profile, textural analysis 
methods, formulas used, and time of year of sampling can limit the ability to directly 
compare modern data to historic data.  Accordingly, historic data although characterizing 
the beach at the time of sampling should be considered only an approximation of beach 
sand texture at that time (Ramsey, 1999).   
 
Table 1:  Historic beach sand grain-size data from samples at Maryland/Delaware 
boundary (USACE, 1966 cited in Ramsey, 1999). 
 
Year Median 

grain size 
(phi) 

Median grain 
size (mm) 

Beach Site 

1929 1.75 0.297 Mean high water 
1936 1.5 0.354 Mid tide 
1950 2.32 0.200 Mean high water 
1954 1.3 0.406 Across profile 

 
In 1986, prior to regular beach nourishment utilizing offshore sand that began in 1988, 
Ocean City beach sand was found to have a mean grain size of 1.45 phi (0.36 mm) 
(USACE, 1989).  Following major beach nourishment actions in 1988, 1991, and 1992, 
sand of the constructed Ocean City beach was found to have a mean grain size of 1.22 phi 
(0.43 mm) in 1993 (USACE, current study).  The historic texture characterizations and 
1986 samples when compared to samples taken following regular beach nourishment 
indicate that beach nourishment has coarsened the beach at Ocean City over its historic 
condition.  
 
The optimum grain size distribution for nourishment sands typically approximates the 
grain size distribution that naturally occurs on the beach.  If sand placed on the beach is 
finer than the native sand and or has a significantly different distribution, a larger 
replenishment volume will be required.  If sand of too coarse a grain size is placed, the 
beach may assume a steeper profile.  The overfill factor is an estimated measure of the 
number of cubic yards of borrow material required to produce one cubic yard of beach 
material when the beach profile reaches equilibrium.  Overfill factors equal to or slightly 
greater than 1 are optimal.   
 
Currently, the District is striving to identify sand sources that would have an overfill ratio 
value of from 1.0 to 1.3, provided that the mean grain-size of the placed material is not 
too coarse.  Preliminary analyses (USACE, current study) have determined that sands 
with a mean grain size greater than 0.45 mm would possibly be considered too coarse 
when compared to the 1993 samples; sand with a grain size greater than 0.38 mm would 
be considered possibly too coarse when compared to the 1986 material.   
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Shore-Detached Offshore Shoals:  Regional Context 
 
There are 22 shore-detached offshore shoals that have been inventoried by Maryland 
Geological Survey in coastal ocean waters off Maryland (Table 2 and Figure 1). 
 
Table 2:  Detached offshore shoal geomorphic characteristics*.  Shoals presented 
geographically from north (top) to south (bottom).  Data not yet compiled for blank 
table cells. 
 
Tally Shoal (N to S) Distance 

Offshore 
- 
Centroid 
(mi) 

Total Sand (yd3) Base 
Water 
Depth 
(ft) 

Area 
(mi2) 

Base 
Length 
(mi) 

Maxi-
mum 
Width 
(mi) 

Shoal 
Crest 
Water 
Depth 
(ft) 

Relief 
(ft) 

1 Fenwick 6.8 211,000,000 -60 10.5  2.5 -12 48
2 Borrow Area 3 3.1    
3 Borrow Area 8 1.5    
4 Weaver 7.2 93,000,000 -60 3.8 4.1 1.4 -24 36
5 Borrow Area 9 3.1    
6 Isle of Wight 7.2 136,000,000 -60 5.5 4.9 1.6 -18 42
7 Borrow Area 2 2.5    
8 E 6.4 31,000,000   
9 A 9.6 103,000,000 -60 3.7 1.5 -32 28

10 Little Gull Bank 3.0 50,000,000 -43 2.9  0.9 -16 27
11 B 11.0 50,000,000 -60 4.4 4.7 1.2 -27 33
12 C 11.3 8,000,000 -60 0.7  0.6 -33 27
13 D 13.1 24,000,000 -60 2.5  0.9 -36 24
14 Great Gull Bank 4.5 63,000,000 -50 2.8  0.9 -17 33
15 Charlene 2.2    
16 F 4.2 55,000,000 -53 5.9 7.0 1.2 -28 25
17 K 8.6 139,000,000 -70 8.5 6.5 1.9 -21 49
18 M 4.6 20,000,000 -55 1.5 2.0 0.9 -19 36
19 H 2.3 42,000,000 -54 4.4 6.9 1.1 -23 31
20 I 3.1 65,000,000 -54 5.1 5.6 1.3 -27 27
21 J 5.9 63,000,000 -63 4.1 3.7 1.5 -22 41
22 L 9.8 72,000,000 -70 4.2 3.4 1.7 -26 44

*Information compiled from a variety of sources, including Conkwright and Gast (1994), Conkwright and 
Williams (1996), Conkwright and others (2000), MGS (2004), and Wells (1994). 
 
 
Candidate Offshore Shoals and Dredging Impacts 
 
Four detached offshore shoals are currently being considered as sources of sand for 
Ocean City beginning after about 2010 and continuing through the year 2044:  Weaver, 
Isle of Wight, Shoal A, and Shoal B (Figure 1).  These shoals were selected from among 
those off the Maryland coast based upon proximity to Ocean City, and potential for 
producing an adequate quantity of sand with an appropriate grain-size distribution  



Figure 1:  Maryland Geological Survey index of shoal fields.  
Grid:  MD State Plane Coordinates, NAD 1983, meters.
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(however, the grain size of sand within these shoals is generally coarser than that of 
Ocean City beach) (Table 3).  Within these four shoals, sub-areas have been preliminarily 
delineated as potential target borrow areas based on grain-size of sand and lack of 
artificial reefs (Table 4).   
 
Table 3:  Distance offshore and sand volume of candidate offshore shoals and ebb 
shoal. 
 

Distance Offshore of Shoal Centroid to 
Beach at Ocean City (miles) 

Shoal (N to S) 

Md./Del. 
Boundary 

Centroid of 
Ocean City 

Southern End 
of Ocean City

Total Sand 
(yd3)* 

“Beach 
Quality” Sand 

(yd3)** 

Weaver 7.0 8.3 11.5 93,000,000 82,000,000 
Isle of Wight 8.0 7.8 10.2 136,000,000 71,000,000 
A 11.0 9.4 10.0 103,000,000  
Ebb 9.1 4.7 0.3 13,500,000  
B 13.8 11.4 11.0 50,000,000 39,000,000 
*For all but ebb shoal information is from MGS.  Ebb shoal information is from OCWR 1998.   
**Information for E, A, and Ebb Shoal from USACE.  Other volumes from MGS 
 
Table 4:  Sands of candidate borrow areas from shoal surface to -60 ft NGVD 
currently under consideration as sources of sand for Ocean City through 2044.   
 
Shoal (N to S) Sub-Area Grain-size range 

(phi) (means of 
core intervals) 

Grain-size range 
(mm) (means of 
core intervals) 

Weaver  II 1.11 to 0.80  0.463 to 0.574 
I 1.72 to 0.56 0.304 to 0.678 Isle of Wight 
II 0.93 to 0.48 0.525 to 0.717 
I 1.76 to 1.15 0.295 to 0.451 
III 1.12 to 0.51 0.460 to 0.702 

A 

IV 1.93 to 1.37 0.262 to 0.387 
B I 1.16 to 0.90 0.448 to 0.536 
 
The candidate offshore shoals are natural geologic features that are in a presumed 
dynamic equilibrium with physical environmental conditions.  From this perspective, 
they can effectively be considered as nonrenewable resources.  The offshore shoals are 
believed to have important habitat functions for marine life (USACE, 1998).  Research 
underway sponsored by the Minerals Management Service is currently investigating the 
relative importance of several offshore shoals in the study area as habitat for highly 
mobile finfish and epibenthic invertebrates.  Some of the offshore shoals are recognized 
to be important fishing grounds.  However, this may be a product of the presence of 
artificial reefs rather than of the character of the shoals themselves.  Currently, the 
offshore shoals off Delaware are considered to be of such high value as habitat for finfish 
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that Philadelphia District USACE is being effectively required by the National Marine 
Fisheries Service to focus investigations to identify future beach nourishment sand 
sources on non-shoal areas of the seafloor (Steve Allen, Philadelphia District, personal 
communication). 
 
The volume of sand the offshore shoals contain is substantially greater than that required 
to maintain Ocean City.  A significant quantity of sand from each of these areas has a 
grain-size distribution such that an overfill ratio of between 1.0 and about 1.3 would be 
realized.  Dredging plans have not yet been finalized, although several preliminary plans 
have been given some consideration.  If dredging is apportioned among three or four of 
the shoals, total volume removed would constitute 3% or less of the total volume of any 
given shoal (Table 5).    
 
 
Ebb Shoal 
 
USACE (1998) documented evolution of the ebb shoal to -43 ft (-13 m) NGVD from 
1933 to 1995.  The ebb shoal grew rapidly in size from 1933 to 1962, but from 1962  
through 1995 was relatively stable in size.  The ebb shoal volume continuously increased 
from 1933 through 1995, however the rate was most rapid immediately following 
stabilization of the Ocean City Inlet (Table 6).  The ebb shoal is still growing.  The 
ultimate equilibrium volume of the ebb shoal has not yet been determined, but could well 
be in excess of 4,000,000 yd3 additional sand to -23 ft (-7 m) beyond its 1995 volume; 
this volume could perhaps be reached as early as about the year 2040 (Kraus, 2000).  
Assuming the 1995 growth rate determined in USACE (1998) held constant through the 
present, ebb shoal volume to -43 ft would have been about 14,430,000 yd3 in October 
2004.  Implementation of dredging for the Long-Term Sand Management (LTSM) 
project will likely reduce the rate at which sand is bypassed from the ebb shoal complex 
to Assateague Island (Kraus, 2000). 
 
Ebb shoal sands were investigated in USACE (1989).  The overfill factor for ebb shoal 
sands was calculated to be 2.8.  Mean sand grain size was found to be 1.89 phi (0.270 
mm).  This mean is 25% finer than that of the pre-nourishment beach in 1986, and 37% 
finer than that of the constructed Ocean City beach in 1993.  Although the ability to 
directly compare modern data to historic data is limited as was discussed previously, it is 
possible that ebb shoal sand mean grain size is within the range of historic beach grain 
size median data from 1929 to 1954 recorded at the Maryland/Delaware border prior to 
major beach nourishment efforts.  
 



Table 5:  Provisional alternative dredging plans and their impacts to candidate offshore shoal borrow sites.  

Weaver Isle of Wight A B

Total Pre-Project Volume (yd3)
(a) 93,000,000 136,000,000 103,000,000 50,000,000

Dredging 
Alternative Dredging Description (b) Dredging Impact

Shoal Volume Dredged (yd3) 2,400,000 3,500,000 2,700,000 1,300,000

Shoal Volume Remaining (yd3) 90,600,000 132,500,000 100,300,000 48,700,000

2

Proportional Removal of 3.0% from
Weaver, Isle of Wight, and A.  No

Removal from Shoal B (d) Shoal Volume Dredged (yd3) 2,800,000 4,100,000 3,100,000 0

Shoal Volume Remaining (yd3) 90,200,000 131,900,000 99,900,000 50,000,000

3 a-d 
All 10,000,000 yd 3 from Individual

Candidate Shoal
Percentage of Total Shoal

Volume Removed 10.8 7.4 9.7 20.0

Shoal Volume Remaining (yd3) 83,000,000 126,000,000 93,000,000 40,000,000

4a

Proportional Removal from Weaver
and Isle of Wight Shoals Only (No

Dredging of A or B)
Percentage of Total Shoal

Volume Removed 4.4 4.4 0 0

Shoal Volume Remaining (yd3) 88,939,000 130,061,000 103,000,000 50,000,000

4b

Proportional Removal from Weaver
and A Shoals Only (No Dredging of A

or B) 
Percentage of Total Shoal

Volume Removed 5.1 0 5.1 0

Shoal Volume Remaining (yd3) 88,255,000 136,000,000 97,745,000 50,000,000

4c

Proportional Removal from Isle of
Wight and A Shoals Only (No Dredging

of Weaver or B) 
Percentage of Total Shoal

Volume Removed 0.0 4.2 4.2 0

Shoal Volume Remaining (yd3) 93,000,000 130,310,000 98,690,000 50,000,000

a) From MGS website:  http://www.mgs.md.gov/coastal/osr/mosr5.html.  "Offshore Sand Resources Study Results."  July 28, 2004
b) To allow for uncertainty, round 8,400,000 yd3 forecast need up to 10,000,000 yd3.  
c) 10,000,000/382,000,000 = 2.6%, thus 2.6% dredged from each
d) 10,000,000/(382,000,000 - 50,000,000) = 3.0%, thus 3.0% dredged from each

Shoal

1 Proportional Removal of 2.6% from 
Each Candidate Shoals (c) 



Ebb Shoal Summary Information  8 January 2005 

Table 6:  Ebb Shoal volume, area, and growth rate since inlet stabilization to -43 ft. 
 
Date* Volume (yd3) Area (acres) Volume Increase 

yd3/yr 

June 1933 0 0 0 
March 1937 1,700,000 203 415,000 

May 1962 5,700,000 825 161,000 
January 1978 11,700,000 907 379,000 
October 1995 13,500,000 899 103,000 

*The data presented for January 1978 is derived from surveys conducted in August 1977 and October 1978.  The data 
presented for October 1995 is derived from surveys conducted in July, October, and December of that year. 
 
The ebb shoal is considered to be of lower habitat value for marine life than the offshore 
shoals because of its highly dynamic conditions.  There is little fishing activity focused 
on the ebb shoal itself, although recreational clammers do access the ebb shoal by boat to 
clam there (George Ruddy, USFWS, and Jim Casey, Md. DNR, personal 
communication).   
 
 
Dredging the Ebb Shoal to Provide Sand for Ocean City 
 
The ebb shoal was previously considered as a source of sand for Ocean City in several 
USACE reports (USACE 1980, 1989, and 1998).  The ebb shoal was preliminarily 
identified as one of three potential shoal sources in USACE (1980).  Dredging of the ebb 
shoal to provide sand for Ocean City was considered in greater detail in USACE (1989).  
Dredging of the ebb shoal for Ocean City was rejected entirely in USACE (1989) because 
of several major concerns:  1) Potential detrimental impacts to northern Assateague 
Island could result from increased wave energy, 2) There was a potential for increased 
shoaling in the inlet vicinity because of the larger volume of sand from the ebb shoal that 
would have to be used to compensate for the finer grain size of its sands than of the 
Ocean City beach, and 3) The state of coastal engineering was considered too 
rudimentary to predict these impacts with any certainty.   
 
Subsequently, USACE (1998) provided for limited dredging of comparatively small 
amounts of sand (~20,000 yd3/yr) from the ebb shoal for Ocean City under the LTSM 
project.  This dredging would be done in accompaniment with thorough monitoring that 
would allow for impacts of the project to be carefully evaluated.  In the event 
unacceptable impacts were identified, dredging would be modified to avoid or minimize 
those unacceptable impacts.  The LTSM was implemented in 2004, ~77,100 yd3 of sand 
was taken from ebb shoal.  Most of this was placed on Assateague, however some went 
to 33rd St. in Ocean City 
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Reasons to Reconsider Use of the Ebb Shoal in Current Study 
 
It is necessary to again give consideration to the ebb shoal as a source of substantial 
volumes of sand for Ocean City since conditions have fundamentally changed from those 
of USACE (1989) and USACE (1998).  These changes include: 
 
1) The Short-term Restoration of Assateague project was completed in 2002 and restored 
a portion (1,800,00 yd3) of the sand lost to the island since inlet stabilization.  This has 
presumably restored a substantial measure of geologic stability to Assateague. 
  
2) The LTSM program was implemented in 2004 and is targeted to provide 189,000 
yd3/year of sand for the next 25 years from a variety of inlet area sources to northern 
Assateague.  Assuming that this is successfully implemented, this can prevent future 
losses of sand to Assateague from the stabilized inlet. 
 
3) Coastal engineering modeling and forecasting capabilities have increased substantially 
since 1989.  These capabilities are being used currently to evaluate and plan dredging 
activities of the LTSM, as well as of other coastal engineering activities in the inlet 
vicinity. 
 
4) Ongoing Engineering Research and Development Center (ERDC) monitoring and 
modeling efforts of the inlet area have greatly increased our understanding of sediment 
transport processes and wave energies in the area; future monitoring and modeling efforts 
are expected to further increase this knowledge base.  The inlet is now among the best-
studied in the world.   
 
5) Oceanic shoals will be dredged for borrow; whatever is not taken from the ebb shoal 
will be taken from other shoals.  Thus not dredging the anthropogenic, growing ebb shoal 
would require dredging of nonrenewable features believed to have greater habitat value 
for marine life.  
 
6) The ebb shoal poses some hazard to navigation in and out of the inlet (the offshore 
shoals do not pose a navigation hazard).   
 
 
Information Needs 
 
The current study has not undertaken detailed investigations of the ebb shoal as a source 
of sand for Ocean City.  It has not yet been determined whether dredging the ebb shoal 
would be cost-effective versus dredging the offshore shoals.  Alternative concept plans 
have not yet been formulated.  The ebb shoal is closer on average to Ocean City than any 
of the four candidate offshore shoals (Table 3); this factor would serve to reduce costs.  
However, larger volumes of sand would have to be dredged because of the finer grain 
size; this would serve to increase costs.   
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It needs to be determined whether large dredges can work the ebb shoal or not; for now it 
is assumed that only small dredges like the Currituck can operate there well.  Limited 
availability of the Currituck to implement the LTSM is a concern to successful 
implementation of the project, and could be a great concern if the ebb shoal were to be 
relied upon as a source of a substantial portion of Ocean City’s sand needs.  The 
requirement to use small dredges could reduce production efficiency, requiring many 
more trips to transport sand than would be required of a larger dredge.  The period of the 
year during which dredging can take place is limited by rough seas during cold weather 
months and need to not interfere with beach use during warm weather months.  The 
slower sand production rate of small dredges would require that work occur over a much 
longer period of time, perhaps over multiple consecutive years rather than one effort 
every several years, or that multiple dredges be used simultaneously, to meet Ocean City 
sand needs.  Although these engineering and economic concerns indicate that use of the 
ebb shoal is problematic currently, it is important to recognize that dredging technology 
is likely to evolve over time, and that capabilities to acquire sand from the ebb shoal 
would likely improve in the future.   
 
Major concerns remain that would require resolution prior to determining that the ebb 
shoal could be used to provide large quantities of sand to Ocean City.   Major concerns 
requiring careful consideration include magnitude of: 
 
1) Impacts to northern Assateague environmental character and stability from increased 
wave energy and potential reduction in sediment delivered via natural bypassing.   
 
2) Altered wave energies and bathymetries in the vicinity of the inlet and potential 
impacts to navigation.  
 
3) Increased deposition of finer-grain sand impacting environment of inlet vicinity, with 
those to the coastal bays perhaps being of greatest concern. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Increased mining of sand from the ebb shoal for Ocean City would require the acceptance 
of several stakeholders:  USACE, the National Park Service, the Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources, Ocean City, and Worcester County.  A substantial portion of the 
information that would ultimately be required to determine whether the ebb shoal could 
be mined for this purpose is already being collected under the LTSM monitoring 
program.  It is anticipated that it would take at least several years to perhaps a decade(s) 
to collect sufficient information and complete modeling to determine with a high level of 
certainty whether or not the ebb shoal could be safely and economically mined to provide 
substantial quantities of sand for Ocean City.  It would be appropriate in the current stage 
of the study to identify information gaps of current monitoring efforts so that measures to 
address these deficiencies can be undertaken to facilitate future decision-making.  As 
long as impacts to the vicinity of the inlet and Assateague are determined to be 
acceptable by the stakeholders, and the costs are competitive with those of mining the 
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offshore shoals, there is no clear reason why the ebb shoal could not be mined - even at a 
non-renewable rate (i.e., more quickly than it is building up).   
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United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 

Assateague Island National Seashore 
7206 National Seashore Lane Berlin, Maryland 21 8 1 1 

August 3,2005 

Mr. Wesley Coleman, Jr. 
chief, Civil Project Development Branch 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District ' 

P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD 21203-1 71 5 

. .  
Dear Mr. Coleman: ,- 

ibis letter responds to a request by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for comments on the re- 
consideration of the Ocean City Inlet ebb tidal delta (ETD) as a sand source for the Atlantic 
Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project. We appreciate the opportunity to provide input 
on this important issue and have given the matter careful consideration. 

At this point in time, we do not believe that it is in the best interest of Assateague Island National 
Seashore to support any significant new dredging of the ETD or any other sand body providing 
shoreline protection to Assateague Island, for renourishment of Ocean City beaches. 

Our primary concern is that there is not enough sand in the ETD to supply both the ~ s s a t e a ~ u e  
Long-Tern Sand Management (LTSM) project and the Ocean City project while continuing to 
maintain the integrity of the ETD as a distinct and substantial morphologic feature. The ETD 
has an estimated sand volume of 13,500,000 yd3,1 of which the 25-year Assateague LTSM . 
projec? has allocated 2,775,000 yd3 (1 11,000 yd3/yr) for placement in the surf zone of 
Assateague Island and 375,000 yd3 (15,000 yd3/yr) for lacement on the beaches of Ocean City. P Assuming that contemporary estimates of ETD growth (103,000 yd3/yr) remain constant, the 
current dredging plan (126,000 yd3/yr) already puts the shoal into a deficit situation. Additional 
dredging would exacerbate this deficit and would likely alter shoal morphology. 

Any significant change in the size andlor morphology of the ETD has the potential to reduce the 
protection that the ETD currently affords ASIS from incident waves. Removing large quantities 
of sediment from the nearshore may also alter local wave climate and focus energy on specific - 

points of the shoreline, possibly even creating an erosional hot spot.4 Furthernore, there is a 
significant risk that altering the ETD may disrupt the current system by which sand is naturally 
bypassed to Assateague through the ETD pathway.5 A reduction in natural by-passing would 

USACE, January 2005. "Overview of Study and Reconsideration of Ebb Shoal as Sand Source for Ocean City." 
USACE, June 1998. Ocean City, Maryland and Vicinity Water Resources Study Final Integrated Feasibility 

Report and Environmental Impact Statement. Baltimore, MD: USACE, 964 pp. 
' USACE, January 2005. 
~ O A A ,  .2005. "Geologic Characteristics of Borrow Areas and Sediments." 
http:Nwww3.csc.noaa.~ov/beachnourishmentlhtml/geo/w.htm Accessed May 3 1,2005. 

Kraus, N.C. 2000. Reservoir model of ebb-tidal shoal evolution and sand bypassing. J.  Waterway Port Coastal 
Egr 126(6), 305-3 13. 



alter Assateague's sediment budget and would require modifications to the Long-Term Sand 
Management project. 

The potential risk of dredging the ETD appears to outweigh the anticipated benefit. The 
document "Overview of Study and Reconsideration of Ebb Shoal as Sand Source for Ocean 
City" proposes several alternatives for dredging offshore shoals, and it provides a basis for 
evaluating the potential uses of the ETD as a sand source. For example, to obtain a volume of 
sand comparable to that proposed for the other candidate shoals (e.g. Alternative 1 - 1.3 to 3.5 
million cubic yards per shoal) would consume 10% to 26% of the ETD. While this volume 
would meet a significant proportion of the forecasted need for Ocean City, removal would 
substantially alter the current morphology of the ETD. Conversely, limiting removal to a small . 
proportion of the total shoal volume to minimize impacts (e. . Alternative 1 - 2.6%) would seem k to provide limited value (2.6% of ETD volume = 35 1,000 yd ) given the scope of the need. 

We recognize the economic importance of Ocean City beaches and the need to identify s k d  
resources for the shoreline protection project. Although we do not support use of the ETD as a 
significant source of sand for that purpose, we acknowledge that use of the ETD sand resources 
might be appropriate under certain circumstances, such as emergencies when the offshore shoals 
are inaccessible. In such cases, limited use of the ETD might be reasonable as long as all . 
operations include full measures to safeguard the integrity of the ETD. Such measures would 
include the following items: 

1. pre- and post-dredging monitoring of ETD sand volume and dimensions; 
2. accurate record-keeping of volume removed and locations of affected ETD areas; 
3. quantitative assessment of the effects of dredging on the integrity (volume and 

morphology) of the ETD and its capacity to protect Assateague Island; and 
4. consultation with the National Park Service in decisions regarding the magnitude and 

frequency of any future dredging activities. 

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to provide input. Attached, please find additional 
comments and questions about the document "Overview of Study and Reconsideration of Ebb 
Shoal as Sand Source for Ocean City". If you have any questions about our position or need 
additional information, please contact Carl Zimmerman of my staff at the above address or by 
telephone at (4 1 0) 64 1 - 1 443, extension 2 1 3. 

Sincerely, 
I 

Michael 0. Hill I 

Superintendent 

Attachments 



Attachment A 

Comments on 
<<Overview of Study and Reconsideration of Ebb Shoal as Sand Source for Ocean cityw6 

The section "Current Reevaluation studyw7 listed seven changes that precipitated the 
reconsideration of the ebb tidal delta (ETD) as a sand source for Ocean City. We would like to 
offer for consideration our counter-points to each of these justifications, which are excerpted 
below. 

1. "The Short-term Restoration of Assateague Project.. .restored a substantial measure of 
geologic stability to Assateague." 

Assateague Island is not geologically stable. The short-term restoration project 
widened the beach with additional sand, but alongshore sand transport continues to 
move available sand southward. Additional dredging of the ETD may cause two 
problems. First, Assateague Island will experience accelerated erosion if the rate of 
natural by-passing decreases as a result of dredging-induced changes to the ETD. 
Secondly, erosional hotspots may develop if sediment removal results in an altered 
wave climate &at focuses energy onto specific points on the shoreline. 

2. "The Long-Term Sand Management Program.. .can prevent future losses of sand to 
Assateague from the stabilized inlet." 

The Long-Term Sand Management Program (LTSM)supplements sand being by- 
passed to Assateague Island via the ETD pathway. Any reduction in the volume of 
naturally by-passed material caused by dredging the ETD for Ocean City would 
require an increase in the volume of sand dredged for the LTSM, and hence the cost 
and complexity of the program. 

3. "Coastal engineering modeling and forecasting capabilities have increased substantially 
since 1989 [when the ETD was previously considered for dredging] ." 

New predictive engineering models still omit many factors important to this study. 
For example, GENESIS omits the possibility of offshore loss or gain of sediment; a 
change in beach profile; uneven shoreface bathyrnetry; variations in grain size; the 
effects of bedforms and bars on sediment transport; and the effects of surface 
roughness and bedforms on wave energy.' SBEACH omits non-uniformity in 
alongshore processes; net change in sand volume; the lack of an equilibrium 
shoreface profile; the effects of bedforms and bars on sediment transport; and the 
effects of surface roughness and bedforms on wave energy? 

USACE, January 2005. "Overview of Study and Reconsideration of Ebb Shoal as Sand Source for Ocean City." 
' As enuxnerated on pp. 8-9 in USACE, January 2005. 
8 Thieler, E.R., Pilkey Jr., O.H., Young, R.S., Bush, D.M., Chai, F., 2000. The use of mathematical models to 
rredict beach behavior for U.S. coastal engineering: a critical review. J. Coastal Res. 16 (I ) ,  48-70. 

Thieler et al., 2000. 



4. Monitoring and modeling has "greatly increased our understanding of sediment transport 
processes and wave energies in the area." 

There still exists great uncertainty regarding where sand will be transported 
throughout the life of this project. Based on the transport models shown to us by 
Nick ~raus,"  the only certainty appears to be that sediment movement and transport 
currents vary with wave height, wave direction, and tidal stage. We are unable to 

' 
predict for the next 25 years the arrival and duration of currents, storms, and wave 
directions and strengths. Thus, we are unable to know what the morphology and 
sediment transport pattern will be at any particular point in time. The existing models 
do not answer questions about how quickly the ETD will accumulate updrift sand or 
how each point along the Assateague Island shoreline will respond to dredging of the 
ETD. 

5. Not dredging the ETD "would require dredging of nonrenewable features believed to 
have greater habitat value for marine life." 

In terms of the life of this project, the sand in the ETD may also be considered non- 
renewable. Assuming that the ETD is renewed at a rate of 103,000 yd3/yr, current 
withdrawals exceed inputs.' ' Any additional dredging to support the Ocean City 
storm protection project will remove sediment that is unlikely to be renewed as long 
as the LTSM program maintains the current deficit situation. 

In addition, the characterization that the ebb tidal shoal is of lesser value as fisheries 
- - -  - - habitat is inadequately documented. We are not aware of any peer reviewed studies -_ . 

that have objectively evaluated the value of the ETD to local or regional fisheries. 

6. "The ebb shoal poses some hazard to navigation in and out of the inlet." 

The U.S. Coast Guard installs and maintains aids to navigation to ensure safe access 
through the Ocean City Inlet Channel. Further, the Corps of Engineers has already 
chaiacterized the navigational benefits of ETD dredging as "minimal."'2 

'O Nick Kraus, a USACE engineer and modeler, presented modeling data at the Assateague Island Monitoring Status 
Meeting on March 2,2005. 
" USACE, January 2005. 
lZ Table 3-5 in USACE, June 1998. Ocean City, Maryland and Vicinity Water Resources Study Final Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement. Baltimore, MD: USACE, 964 pp. 



Attachment B 

Questions Regarding Impacts of the Shoreline Protection Project on Assateague Island 

1. In regards to the statement that "identified sand sources in state waters are forecast to be 
exhausted after about 201 0,"13 how will a complete removal from their current position 

' affect alongshore sediment transport, particularly as it impacts the ETD and Assateague 
Island? 

I 2. When the offshore shoals are dredged, how will the resulting changes in current pattern 
and incident wave energy affect Assateague Island? 

3. What are the current thoughts about potential uses of the ETD to supplement the sand 
from offshore shoals? Would any future withdrawals be in addition to the. 15,000 yd31yr 
(total 375,000 yd3 over 25 years) from the ETD allotted as part of the Assateague Island 
LTSM program? l4  

4. Table 4 includes the footnote "To allow for uncertainty, round 8,400,000 yd3 forecast 
need up to 10,000,000 yd3." The predicted need is 6,800,000 yd3, but the buffer volumes 
(2,000,000 yd3 for emergencies and 1,600,000 yd3 for uncertainty, for a total of 3,600,000 
yd3) add an additional 53% of the base volume need. This volume is sufficient for 
another 4.5 cycles (1 8 years) of dredging. Why is this buffer volume so large? What will 
constitute an 'emergency' or an 'uncertainty' that will necessitate dredging of this 
additional material? 

- - - - - - . - -  - - -  - - -  - - - - - -- - - - - - . - -- - - - - - 

l3 USACE, January 2005. Overview of Study and Reconsideration of Ebb Shoal as Sand Source for Ocean City. 
l4 USACE, June 1998. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. 0. BOX 1715 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21 203-1 71 5 

AlTENTION OF 

Planning Division 
DEC.~ o rn 

Honorable Benjamin L. Cardin 
House of Representatives 
600 Wyndhurst Avenue, Suite 230 
Baltimore, MD 21 2 10 

Dear Congressman Cardin: 

This is in M h e r  response to your letter dated October 26,2005 regarding the relationship 
between the practice of beach nourishment and the occurrence of spinal cord injuries. Yoiu 
letter cited the case of Mr. Joshua Basile, who incurred such an injury in the surf at Bethany 
Beach, Delaware, in 2004. 

To address the concerns expressed in your letter, staff from the Baltimore District contacted 
individuals from a number of agencies and organizations, including the Centers for Disease 
Control, U.S. Lifesaving Association (USLA), Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 
National Park Service, and Duke University. We also coordinated with USACE staff fiom 
Philadelphia District, Norfolk District, and the Engineer Research and Development Center in 
Vicksburg, Mississippi. 

While beach replenishment can change the physical characteristics of beaches, based on the 
results of our coordination, it appears that no individual or agency has done a formal study that 
would enable one to provide a conclusion relating beach nourishment and spinal cord injuries. 
The risk of these types of injuries is inherent to bathing, surfing, and diving activities irrespective 
of whether the activity is at a beach that has been nourished. In order to make a sound 
determination on this matter, it would be necessary to compile and evaluate time series statistics 
on such diverse areas as: numbers of beach users; lifeguard injury and rescue reports; hospital 
and emergency room injury assessments; beachfill placement data (quantities, dates, locations); 
pre- and post-beachfill grain size data; pre- and post-beachfill cross-section surveys to evaluate 
beach and nearshore slopes; wind and wave data; etc. 

Generally, the risk of bathers, divers and surfers incurring neck or spinal injury at beaches is a 
concern of the USLA. In our coordination efforts it was clear that awareness of spinal cord 
injury risk, among people other than lifeguards, is limited. Information on this risk is not 
included in all safety displays at public beaches in Maryland and Delaware. It may be 
appropriate for all recreational beaches to display information on this topic to inform the public ' 

of this risk. 



It should be noted that there has been no beach nourishment at Bethany Beach during the 
preceding six years; the State of Delaware placed beachfill there most recently in 1998. If you, 
or your staff, have any additional questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Robert 
Pace, Chief, Planning Division at (410) 962-4900. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 



% 
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CF: CECW-PM, CECW-ZE, CENAD-EX, CENAD-ET-P, CENAB-DE, CENAB-PA 

CF: Congressional Reading File 
CPD Reading File 

Benjamin L. Cardin 
Member of Congress 
Congress of the United States 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15-2003 

Honorable Mike Castle 
House of Representatives 
1233 Longworth HOB 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Jeffiey Gebert NAP 
Wanamaker Building 
100 Penn Square East 
Philadelphia, PA 19 107-3390 

Thomas Lochen NAO 
803 Front St 
Norfolk, VA 235 10 

Thomas Hodson NAN 
US ACE 
26 Federal Plaza 
New York, NY 10278-0090 

Jordan Loran, 
Maryland. Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, D-3 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
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ANNEX C4 
 

Public and Agency Release of May 2007 Draft SEIS 
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Atlantic Coast Project Draft SEIS Distribution List.

Agencies and organizations to whom copies of the May 2007 Draft SEIS were sent are included in the table below.*  

Name Agency or Organization and Address City, State  Zip Code

1 Honorable Benjamin L. Cardin Senator United States Senate Tower I, Suite 1710 100 South Charles Street Baltimore, Maryland 21201

2
Honorable Barbara A. 
Mikulski Senator United States Senate Brown's Wharf 1629 Thames Street, Suite 400 Baltimore, MD  21231-

3 Honorable Wayne T. Gilchrest Representative U.S. House of Representatives 2245 Rayburn House Office Building Washington, DC  20515-2005

4 Mr. John Nichols NOAA, National Marine Fisheries Service Chesapeake Bay Office 410 Severn Ave, Suite 107A Annapolis, MD 21403

5 Dr. Willie R. Taylor Director Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance Department of the Interior 1849 C Street, NW. (Mail Stop 2340) Washington, DC  20240-

6 Mr. George  Ruddy Ecologist Chesapeake Bay Field Office U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 177 Admiral Cochrane Drive Annapolis, MD  21401-

7 Mr. Roger  Amato Minerals Management Service U.S. Department of the Interior 381 Elden Street, MS-4030 Herndon, VA  20170-4817

8 Mr. Carl  Zimmerman Assateague National Seashore National Park Service 7206 National Seashore Lane Berlin, MD  21811-

9     Officer In Charge U.S. Coast Guard 610 South Philadelphia Avenue Ocean City, MD  21842-

10
U.S. EPA, Office of Federal Activities, EIS Filing 
Section

Ariel Rios Building (South Oval Lobby), Mail 
Code 2252-A 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW Washington, DC  20460

11 Mr. William  Arguto NEPA Team leader U.S. EPA, Region III 1650 Arch Street (EA30) Philadelphia, PA  19103-2029

12 Mr. Robert  Baldwin Division Director Division of Soil & Water Conservation DE Dept. of Natural Res & Env. Control 89 Kings Highway Dover, DE  19901-

13 Mr. Jordan  Loran 
MD Department of Natural Resources, Engineering 
and Construction Tawes State Office Building, D-3 580 Taylor Avenue Annapolis, MD  21401-

14 Dr. Robert  Summers Director Water Management Division MD Department of the Environment 1800 Washington Boulevard Baltimore, MD  21230-1708

15 Mr. Ray C. Dintaman Director, Environmental Review MD Department of Natural Resources Tawes State Office Building B-3 580 Taylor Avenue Annapolis, MD  21401-2397

16 Ms. Darlene  Wells MD Department of Natural Resources MD Geological Survey 2300 St. Paul St Baltimore, MD  21218-

17 Ms. Linda  Janey Chief State Clearinghouse MD Office of Planning 301 West Preston Street, Room 1101 Baltimore, MD  21201-2365

18     Maryland Coastal Bays Program 9609 Stephen Decatur Highway Berlin, MD  21811-

19 Mr. Edward  Ellis Chairman Planning Commission Worcester County Court House Room 116 Snow Hill, MD  21863-

20 Mr. Terrence  Mcgean City Engineer Town of Ocean City P.O. Box 158 Ocean City, MD  21842-3922

21     Worcester County Library Snow Hill Branch 307 North Washington Street Snow Hill, MD  21863-

22     Worcester County Library Ocean City Branch 200 14th Street Ocean City, MD  21842-

23     Worcester County Library Ocean Pines Branch 11107 Cathell Road Berlin, MD  21811-

*The Draft SEIS was also sent to private citizens.  Their names do not appear on this list for privacy reasons.
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[FR Doc. 07–3335 Filed 7–9–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001–06–C 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 

Availability of Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline 
Protection Project—General 
Reevaluation Study: Borrow Sources 
for 2010–2044, Worcester County, MD 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DOD. 

ACTION: Notice of availability. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
Baltimore District, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), has prepared a 
Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Atlantic 
Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection 
Project (Atlantic Coast Project) 
evaluating new borrow sources to 
provide sand for routine periodic beach 
nourishment of Ocean City, MD for the 
years 2010–2044. Existing borrow 
sources in state waters are anticipated to 
be exhausted in about 2010. 

Between 6,800,000 and 15,000,000 
cubic yards of sand would be needed 
through 2044, depending on future 
storm frequency and intensity. Three 
offshore shoals in Federal waters are 
proposed as sand sources: Weaver, Isle 
of Wight, and ‘‘A.’’ Sand may also be 
dredged from Shoal ‘‘B,’’ also known as 
Bass Grounds or First Lump, in the 
future, but only if its value as a fishing 
ground declines substantially. 
Guidelines to minimize long-term 
impacts to the offshore shoals were 
formulated in coordination with 
resource agency personnel and 
academic experts. Dredging would be 
conducted in accordance with these 
guidelines. Specific dredging plans 
would be developed in coordination 
with resource agencies prior to each 
beach nourishment cycle. We are 
making the Draft SEIS available to the 
public for a 45-day review and comment 
period. 
DATES: Comments need to be received 
on or before August 28th, 2007, to 
ensure consideration in final plan 
development. A public meeting will be 
held for the Draft SEIS Document at 
Ocean City Town Hall, 301 Baltimore 
Avenue, on July 25th, 2007. A 
presentation will be given at 7 PM; 
displays will be available for viewing 
and staff on hand to answer questions 
beginning at 6 PM. 

ADDRESSES: Send written comments 
concerning this proposed project to U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore 
District, Attn: Mr. Christopher Spaur, 
CENAB–PL–P, P.O. Box 1715, 
Baltimore, MD 21203–1715. Submit 
electronic comments to 
christopher.c.spaur@usace.army.mil. 
See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section 
for additional information about 
sending written comments and filing 
electronic comments. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Christopher Spaur, (410) 962–6134 or 
(800) 295–1610. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Atlantic Coast Project is designed to 
provide coastal flood and erosion 
protection to Ocean City, MD against a 
100-year storm on the Atlantic Ocean. 
The Atlantic Coast of Maryland and 
Assateague Island Virginia Feasibility 
Report and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the project was finalized 
in August 1980. Subsequent 
environmental documents were 
prepared for the project in 1989 
(Atlantic Coast of Maryland Hurricane 
Protection Project Final General Design 
Memorandum, Book 1 Main Report and 
Environmental Assessment) and 1993 
(Environmental Assessment for the Use 
of Borrow Area No. 9 as Part of the 
Periodic Renourishment and 
Maintenance of the Atlantic Coast of 
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Maryland Shoreline Protection Project). 
The project was completed in 1994. 
Periodic nourishment and maintenance 
of the beach are required to maintain the 
design level of protection. Since 1998, a 
period of few severe storms, 
approximately 800,000 cubic yards of 
sand have been placed on Ocean City 
beach every four years. Identified sand 
sources in state waters are forecast to be 
exhausted after about 2010. 

This SEIS documents findings of 
investigations conducted from 2001 
through 2006 to select new borrow 
sources for the Atlantic Coast Project 
through the remainder of the project’s 
50 year economic life. Studies to 
develop the borrow plan were 
conducted by the USACE, in 
partnership with the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 
Ocean City, and Minerals Management 
Service (MMS). DNR is the cost-sharing 
non-Federal sponsor of the study with 
USACE; MMS is a cooperating agency. 
A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a 
General Reevaluation Report and 
Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement was published in the Federal 
Register on October 21, 2003 (68 FR 
60095). Coordination with resource 
agency personnel, academic experts, 
and fishermen was undertaken during 
plan formulation. 

Offshore shoals are the most 
appropriate sand sources for the project 
since these contain large quantities of 
suitable sand that can be cost-effectively 
obtained. Offshore shoal borrow sources 
in Federal waters that could provide up 
to 15,000,000 cubic yards of sand 
through 2044 were sought and 
identified. Three offshore shoals were 
selected and proposed as sand sources 
based on engineering, environmental, 
and economic screening criteria: 
Weaver, Isle of Wight, and ‘‘A.’’ Sand at 
Shoal ‘‘B,’’ also known as Bass Grounds 
or First Lump is engineeringly and 
economically suitable, however that 
shoal is currently an important fishing 
ground. Accordingly, Shoal ‘‘B’’ would 
not be utilized unless future 
reevaluation finds that its relative value 
as a fishing ground has declined 
substantially. Sub-areas on each shoal 
were delineated based on suitability of 
sand for beach nourishment purposes. 

Dredging guidelines to minimize long- 
term impacts to the offshore shoals were 
formulated. No more than about 5% of 
the total volume of any shoal would be 
dredged. Dredging on any given shoal 
would avoid the crest, be conducted 
uniformly over a wide area, go no 
deeper than ambient seafloor depths, 
and preferentially dredge on the up and 
downdrift ends of the shoal if suitable 
sand is present there. 

This SEIS documents the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
compliance for the proposed new 
offshore shoal borrow sources and 
supplements previous environmental 
documents. Printed and electronic 
copies of the Draft SEIS can be obtained 
from Christopher Spaur; copies will also 
be available at the public meeting. You 
may view the Draft SEIS and related 
information on the worldwide web at: 
http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/PN/ 
CivilWorks.htm. 

Please include your name and address 
with your comments. Electronic 
comments on the Draft SEIS must be 
contained in the body of the message; 
do not send attached files. Please 
include your name and address in your 
message. After the public comment 
period ends, USACE will consider all 
comments received. The Draft SEIS will 
be revised as appropriate and a Final 
SEIS will be issued. 

The Draft SEIS has been prepared in 
accordance with (1) The National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.), (2) regulations of the Council on 
Environmental Quality for 
implementing the procedural provisions 
of NEPA (40 CFR parts 1500–1508), and 
(3) USACE regulations for implementing 
NEPA (ER–200–2–2). 

Christopher C. Spaur, 
Ecologist, Planning Division, Baltimore 
District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
[FR Doc. 07–3287 Filed 7–9–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–41–M 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 

AGENCY: Department of Education. 
SUMMARY: The IC Clearance Official, 
Regulatory Information Management 
Services, Office of Management invites 
comments on the submission for OMB 
review as required by the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995. 
DATES: Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments on or before August 8, 
2007. 
ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be addressed to the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
Attention: Education Desk Officer, 
Office of Management and Budget, 725 
17th Street, NW., Room 10222, 
Washington, DC 20503. Commenters are 
encouraged to submit responses 
electronically by e-mail to 
oira_submission@omb.eop.gov or via fax 
to (202) 395–6974. Commenters should 
include the following subject line in 

their response ‘‘Comment: [insert OMB 
number], [insert abbreviated collection 
name, e.g., ‘‘Upward Bound 
Evaluation’’]. Persons submitting 
comments electronically should not 
submit paper copies. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
3506 of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1995 (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35) requires 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) provide interested 
Federal agencies and the public an early 
opportunity to comment on information 
collection requests. OMB may amend or 
waive the requirement for public 
consultation to the extent that public 
participation in the approval process 
would defeat the purpose of the 
information collection, violate State or 
Federal law, or substantially interfere 
with any agency’s ability to perform its 
statutory obligations. The IC Clearance 
Official, Regulatory Information 
Management Services, Office of 
Management, publishes that notice 
containing proposed information 
collection requests prior to submission 
of these requests to OMB. Each 
proposed information collection, 
grouped by office, contains the 
following: (1) Type of review requested, 
e.g. new, revision, extension, existing or 
reinstatement; (2) Title; (3) Summary of 
the collection; (4) Description of the 
need for, and proposed use of, the 
information; (5) Respondents and 
frequency of collection; and (6) 
Reporting and/or Recordkeeping 
burden. OMB invites public comment. 

Dated: July 2, 2007. 
Angela C. Arrington, 
IC Clearance Official, Regulatory Information 
Management Services, Office of Management. 

Institute of Education Sciences 
Type of Review: Revision 
Title: Evaluation of Reading 

Comprehension Interventions 
Frequency: Annually 
Affected Public: Individuals or 

household. 
Reporting and Recordkeeping Hour 

Burden: 
Responses: 340. 
Burden Hours: 5,144. 

Abstract: This submission is a request 
for a revision of OMB clearance for the 
Evaluation of Reading Comprehension 
Interventions sponsored by the U.S. 
Department of Education’s Institute of 
Education Sciences. Many of the 
nation’s children struggle with 
comprehending complex texts and other 
reading materials that are used in the 
upper elementary grades. This is 
especially true of children from 
disadvantaged backgrounds. The 
interventions being evaluated are 
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ANNEX C5 C5a-1 Atlantic Coast of Md. Project SEIS  

Coordination Summary Following Public Release of Draft SEIS:  Atlantic Coast 
Project New Borrow Sources 
 
Date Person / Organization Summary 
July 6, 
2007 

Linda Janey / Md. Dept. 
of Planning 

Letter to Chris Spaur stating that draft SEIS was forwarded to 
appropriate state agencies for review.  They will send composite 
review letter by 8/20/07. 

Aug. 21, 
2007 

Michael Chezik / US 
Dept. of the Interior 

Letter to Chris Spaur.  Provided USEPA comments on draft 
SEIS.  (Copy of letter provided in this annex). 

Aug. 28, 
2007 

William Arguto / 
USEPA 

Letter to Amy Guise.  Provided USEPA comments on draft SEIS.  
(Copy of letter provided in this annex). 

Aug. 28, 
2007 

John Nichols / NMFS FAX to Chris Spaur.  Provided NMFS comments on draft SEIS.  
(Copy of FAX provided in this annex). 

Sept. 24, 
2007 

George Ruddy / USFWS E-mail to Chris Spaur providing summary information on species 
sampled at offshore shoals by Diaz and others (2003) and MMS 
(2000). 

Oct 1, 
2007 

Kim Damon-Randall / 
NMFS 

Phone conversation with Chris Spaur.  Discussed status of 
Atlantic sturgeon in light of recommendation made by Status 
Review Team to list population of Atlantic sturgeon off 
Chesapeake Bay as Threatened under the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA).  Kim said that NMFS is reviewing this 
recommendation and working on decision as to whether to list it.  
They expect that determination to be ready in Summer 2008.  If 
listed, there will probably be implications for dredging, and 
would need to conference with NMFS under Section 7 of the 
ESA.  

Nov. 29, 
2007 

Linda Janey / Md. Dept. 
of Planning 

Letter to Chris Spaur stating that draft SEIS was forwarded to 
appropriate state agencies for review.  Provided summary of 
comments.  (Copy of letter provided in this annex). 

Dec. 11, 
2007 

James Bennett / MMS Letter to Chris Spaur.  Stated that draft SEIS with regard to 
offshore shoals Weaver, Isle of Wight, A, and B was reviewed by 
MMS.  (Copy of letter provided in this annex). 

 
 
 



Atlantic Coast of Md. Project  C5b-1 Final SEIS 

Table:  Verbal comments given at July 25th, 2007 Public Meeting by Mr. Merrill 
Campbell.  Attended as informal representative of commercial fishermen. 
 
Verbal Comment  Written Response, Oct. 

2007 
Summary of Revisions 
made to DSEIS to create 
FSEIS 

Prefers that Weaver Shoal 
not be used as a borrow 
source 

Will reevaluate in future 
periodically to determine if 
value as a fishing ground 
has changed.  Currently, 
believe that dredging of 
this shoal could be done 
compatibly with 
maintaining it as active 
fishing ground and that 
impacts would be 
acceptable to majority of 
fishermen. 

None 

Atlantic sturgeon are present 
on Weaver Shoal during the 
fall based on some having 
been caught there in recent 
years.  May need to consider 
that in plans.   

Investigated information 
on Atlantic sturgeon 
occurrence on Continental 
Shelf, and likely future 
Federal listing as 
threatened species. 

Added text to Sections 
2.5.2.3, 6.9, and 7.5.  
Provided summary 
occurrence information and 
likely need to coordinate 
with NMFS in future. 

Inlet and the coastal bay 
areas fill in very quickly 
with sand from the ocean.  
Why can't this sand be used 
on the beach? 

Information on this topic is 
provided in Sections 1.5 
and 4.1. 

Added updated information 
on dredging for LTSM 
Project to Section 1.5  

Commended the Corps for 
our guideline that no more 
than 5% of the total volume 
be taken from any given 
shoal. 

Noted. None 



Atlantic Coast of Md. Project  C5b-2 Final SEIS 

Commercial fishermen feel 
like the space they can fish 
in constantly gets reduced. 

Dredging would only 
physically prevent access 
to borrow areas during 
actual dredging.  Borrow 
areas are expected to 
recover biologically within 
several years of dredging.  
Dredging actions not 
expected to cause 
permanent loss of fishing 
opportunities nor long-term 
degradation of fishing 
grounds. 

None 

Recommended using Shoal 
A. 

Noted.  Also, see response 
above to comment on 
proposed use of Weaver 
Shoal. 

None 

 



























Atlantic Coast of Md. Project   C5d-1    Final SEIS 

Written Public Comments Received: 
 
Commenter Town of 

Residence 
Comment 
Date 

Comment Response 

Mr. Tom 
Smith 

Newark, MD July 25th, 2007 
(on Public 
Meeting 
response card)  

Instead of dredging fish habitat, ACE 
should dredge sand from the O.C. Inlet 
and West O.C. commercial harbor, both 
economically important and filling with 
sand. 

The Corps has been dredging sand from a 
variety of sites in the coastal bays in close 
proximity to the inlet under the Long-Term Sand 
Management (LTSM) Project (Section 1.5) since 
2004, including the inlet and near the mouth of 
the harbor.  This sand is placed on Assateague 
and Fenwick Islands.  It might be possible for 
additional sand to be dredged from these sites 
under the LTSM for Ocean City pending 
findings of additional monitoring studies 
(Section 5.6).  However, it would not be possible 
to meet all of Ocean City sand needs from these 
sources.  Sand would be suboptimal from an 
engineering perspective and the environment of 
the coastal bays would be damaged.  
Accordingly, sand from offshore sources is the 
only practicable major source (Section 4.1). 

Mr. John 
Stawecki 

Ocean Pines, 
MD 

July 27th, 2007 
(Letter) 

Read newspaper article on project and 
sources of sand.  Wonders whether bays 
behind Ocean City could be dredged.  
Would clean out the channels that are 
filling in with sand, and provide a closer 
source of sand that was probably the 
sand that washed away. 

See response above. 

 



 
 
Table:  Summary of Agency Comments Received on May 2007 Public Draft SEIS and Revisions Made to Address Comments. 
 
Agency Comment 

Date 
Summary of Comment Response Summary of Revisions made to 

create FSEIS 
 

Atlantic Coast of Md. Project   C5e-1    Final SEIS  

 
USEPA August 28, 

2007 Letter 
EPA rates proposed action as having environmental 
concerns because of its potential impacts to 
irretrievable environmental resources.  However, 
EPA is satisfied that the Corps has adequately 
considered mitigation and monitoring measures 
associated with the borrow plan which will 
effectively maintain shoal profiles and long term 
habitat functions. 

Comment recorded.   None 

NOAA 
NMFS 

August 28, 
2007 
Memo 

NMFS EFH impact concerns focus on surf clam.  
Surf clams will be particularly susceptible to 
removal by the wide-area borrow methods 
proposed in SEIS. 

Concur.  DSEIS describes anticipated impacts to surf 
clam (Sect. 6.6.12 and EFH Impacts Assessment 
[Appendix D]).   

None 

NOAA 
NMFS 

August 28, 
2007 
Memo 

EFH Conservation Recommendation 1:  the Corps 
should monitor surf clam stock levels.  Should surf 
clam stocks recover to commercial levels on any 
proposed borrow area, reinitiate consultation with 
NMFS to determine appropriate surf clam fishery 
minimization measures. 

Concur.  DSEIS anticipated need for future agency 
coordination on biological resources and physical 
environment in light of potential changes in conditions 
on proposed borrow areas and their relative value as 
fishing grounds.  Text stating this was included in 
Sections 5.2.2.1, 5.2.4, 5.4, 5.4.2, and 7.2.   

Text added to Executive Summary 
explicitly stating that future 
coordination and reevaluation 
would occur.  Additional text added 
to Sections 6.6.12, 6.9,  and 7.2 to 
clarify that future coordination 
would specifically consider surf 
clam fishery. 

NOAA 
NMFS 

August 28, 
2007 
Memo 

Avoid Shoal B as a borrow site to protect existing 
fishing activities and bottom habitat. 

Concur for near future.  Plan proposed in DSEIS would 
avoid Shoal B for near term (Executive Summary, Sect. 
5.6, Sect. 6.6.12).  However, since it's possible that 
Shoal B's relative value as a fishing grounds could 
decrease relative to other shoals, SEIS allows for the 
possibility of future borrow from this shoal in event this 
is determined to be acceptable in coordination with other 
resource agencies. 

Added that NMFS (in addition to 
USFWS) recommended against 
borrowing from Shoal B at this 
time to Executive Summary and 
Sect. 6.9. 

NOAA 
NMFS 

August 28, 
2007 
Memo 

Continue to appraise ebb shoal as potential sand 
source subject to ensuring that impacts to 
Assateague Island would be minimal. 

Concur.  DSEIS sets stage for this possibility (Executive 
Summary, Section 5 throughout). 

Added information to Section 5.2 
regarding ebb shoal habitat 
functions. 

USDI August 21, 
2007 Letter 

General comments.  The department has lingering 
concerns over potential impacts to Assateague 
Island resulting from altered sediment transport and 
wave energy resulting from changes to the offshore 
shoals.  Studies by Maa and others (2004) and 

Sections 5.1.3 and 5.1.4 of DSEIS provided summary of 
consideration given to this issue.  Although Maa and 
others (2004) did model imacts of dredging Isle of 
Wight Shoal, the borrow action they modeled differs 
substantially from the proposed dredging plan presented 

Added text to Section 5.1.4 
regarding relevance of findings of 
1998 OCWR Study.  Added text to 
Section 6.1.1 noting that we have 
authorization through the LTSM 



 
 
Table:  Summary of Agency Comments Received on May 2007 Public Draft SEIS and Revisions Made to Address Comments. 
 
Agency Comment 

Date 
Summary of Comment Response Summary of Revisions made to 

create FSEIS 
 

Atlantic Coast of Md. Project   C5e-2    Final SEIS  

Schwab and others (2000) have determined that 
cross-shelf transport and offshore shoals play 
important roles in controlling shoreface dynamics.  
The department encourages the Corps to undertake 
regular surveys and analysis of changes in wave 
energy reaching the Maryland coast and of 
resulting shoreline changes. 

in the DSEIS.  Maa and others (2004) modeled dredging 
a substantial thickness of material from the crest and 
shallowest areas of the offshore shoals (table presented 
after this comment table summarizes key differences).  
Findings of Maa and others (2004) were actually utilized 
to support formulation of a diametrically different 
recommended dredging plan.  Modeling of impacts of 
large-scale dredging of Great Gull Bank (greater volume 
than actually removed) that avoided the crest was 
conducted during formulation of the Assateague Short-
Term Restoration Project (Section 5.1.3) of the 1998 
Ocean City Water Resources Study.  This dredging was 
determined to produce no adverse effects to the 
Assateague shoreline.  Volumes to be removed every 4 
years from any individual shoal are less than the volume 
removed from Great Gull Bank for Short-Term 
Restoration of Assateague Project.  The offshore shoals 
proposed to be dredged (Weaver, Isle of Wight, A, and 
perhaps B) are substantially further offshore of 
Assateague Island than Great Gull Bank (Table 4-1), 
further reducing potential risk to Assateague Island of 
increasing shoreline wave energy by dredging.  Based 
on this combination of considerations, it was determined 
to be unnecessary to model impacts of the dredging 
proposed in the DSEIS on the shoreline. 
 
Cross-shelf transport is clearly an important process 
geologically and substantial volumes of material may be 
conveyed seaward during infrequent large storm events 
(Smith, 1995).  Although it was given no explicit 
consideration for the Atlantic Coast Project, coastal 
engineering technology and practices have been 
adequate to design and maintain a sound project.  Losses 
of material via cross-shelf transport are being adequately 
compensated for by ongoing routine beach nourishment 
since the project has been successfully maintained to the 
design template.  With regard to Schwab and others 
(2000), it should be noted that they investigated the 

Project through 2029 to collect and 
analyze data that would support 
investigating potential impacts to 
Assateague Island shoreline of the 
proposed dredging.  In the event 
anomalous shoreline change is 
suspected, bathymetric, shoreline 
position, wave, and other data 
could be interrogated as necessary 
to investigate this topic, assuming 
availability of funds.  Additionally, 
in the event additional monitoring 
or data collection efforts were 
determined to be necessary, 
additional monitoring could be 
supported from Atlantic Coast 
Project continuing construction 
funds.   
 
If it is suspected that unacceptable 
shoreline impacts are occurring, the 
dredging plan could be modified/ 
reformulated to mitigate for this.  
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nodal point area of Long Island where net longshore 
transport reverses.  Fenwick and Assateague Islands 
within Maryland are both within the same coastal 
compartment with net southerly transport (other than for 
reversal zone caused by Ocean City Inlet).  Additionally, 
erosion-resistant Cretaceous strata that occur off 
southeastern Long Island are playing a substantial role 
in the situation Schwab and others (2000) describe.  
Comparable age strata are buried at a depth of 
approximately 2000 ft off Fenwick and Assateague 
Islands (supplementary figure below).  Erosion 
resistance of younger strata exposed and in near 
subsurface off Maryland appear to be more uniform, and 
no erosion resistant submarine features in Federal waters 
off Maryland are known to play an important part in 
controlling shoreline character.   
 
Ongoing monitoring conducted for the Atlantic Coast 
Project and Long-Term Sand Management Project 
should provide substantial information from which 
impacts of offshore shoal mining on the shoreline could 
be assessed. 

USDI August 21, 
2007 Letter 

Specific comments.  P. 2-24, Sect. 2.5.2.3  Finfish.  
DSEIS should note that results of VIMS (1999) 
May sampling were published by Diaz and others 
(2003).   

Concur.   Added Diaz and others (2003) 
citation and clarified its 
relationship to MMS (2000). 

USDI August 21, 
2007 Letter 

Specific comments.  P. 2-24, Sect. 2.5.2.3  Finfish.  
DSEIS should note that Diaz and others study 
focused on juvenile fish.    

Concur Added "juvenile" prior to finfish in 
sentence introducing study to 
clarify. 

USDI August 21, 
2007 Letter 

Specific comments.  P. 2-24, Sect. 2.5.2.3  Finfish.  
Distribution of sand lance reported from Diaz and 
others (2003) is incorrect.  Representation of 
occurrence of six other finfish species is 
misleading/incorrect. 

Concur.   Corrected errors.  Reworded to 
state that sand lance shows strong 
affinity to shoals and clarified 
abundance and geographic and 
temporal distribution of other 
species.   

USDI August 21, 
2007 Letter 

Specific comments.  P. 2-30, Sect. 2.6.12  Fishing.  
Here and on p. 2-31 DSEIS erroneously states 

Concur.   Correction made. 
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Fenwick Shoal instead of Weaver Shoal. 
USDI August 21, 

2007 Letter 
Specific comments.  P. 2-30, Sect. 2.6.12  Fishing.  
Add that surf clam harvesting occurred in the 
vicinity of Shoal B until the late 1990s as per the 
PAR. 

Concur.   Addition made. 

USDI August 21, 
2007 Letter 

Specific comments.  P. 5-18, Sect. 5.2.2.4.2  Shoal 
Habitats.  Presence of greater relief is one of many 
factors that could explain nighttime congregation of 
finfish on two shoals. 

Concur.   Added text to clarify additional 
variables involved. 

USDI August 21, 
2007 Letter 

Specific comments.  P. 6-8, Sect. 6.5.2.2  
Invertebrates.  Not only will the various benthic 
organisms be affected by the proposed dredging, 
but species that rely on them for food will also be 
affected.  USACE is encouraged to determine 
whether there are mitigation measures, existing 
studies, or previous experience that will help 
provide guidance on reducing potential benthic 
impacts.   

The DSEIS noted in Sect. 5.2.3, 6.4, and 6.5.2.2 that the 
plan formed to minimize long-term impacts to shoal 
geomorphic character will have the trade-off of causing 
larger short-term bottom area and benthos impacts.   
 
It is believed that appropriate mitigation measures are 
already purposefully incorporated into or inherent to the 
borrow plan.  Bottom habitats of shoals are highly 
dynamic naturally, thus organisms of these habitats are 
adapted to colonize recently disturbed substrates when 
opportunities present.  On each shoal, there would 
remain substantial area not dredged that lie outside of 
the selected borrow areas, as well as local patches within 
borrow areas.  Both could provide biota for 
recolonization of the borrow areas.  Shoal substrate 
grain-size following dredging would be essentially 
equivalent to that of the pre-borrow substrate.  
Accordingly, benthos are expected to recover to pre-
project levels within several years, consistent with what 
has been found in monitoring of comparable habitats 
following borrow actions.  Regionally, there is 
substantial equivalent habitat to which organisms that 
feed on shoal borrow area benthos could instead make 
use of.  
 
For the foreseeable future, USACE would be the only 
borrower of materials from these offshore shoals.  This, 
in conjunction with the considerations described above, 

Added additional text to FSEIS 
Sect. 5.2.3 clarifying that impacts 
to be avoided by proposed dredging 
relate to shoal geomorphic 
character not just integrity. 
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justify not setting a threshold as to what the maximum 
area of acceptable benthic impacts would be.  In the 
future, if the Continental Shelf is mined on a large-scale 
for construction aggregate, then these impacts would act 
cumulatively with those of borrow actions for Ocean 
City.  At that time, it might be appropriate to set 
maximum impact thresholds.  

USDI August 21, 
2007 Letter 

Specific comments.  P. 6-8, Sect. 6.5.2.2  
Invertebrates.  USACE should consider impacts to 
sedentary stages of highly motile invertebrates. 

There does not seem to be cause for concern on this 
independent of that focused on the mobile stage based 
on life history of the highly motile invertebrates 
recorded.  Longfin inshore squid, Loligo pealeii, lay 
their eggs on the bottom attached to structure (rocks, 
vegetation).  Their larvae are planktonic (Jacobson, 
2005).  Given the absence of structure on the shoals, 
very few eggs would likely be present.  Northern 
Shortfin Squid, Illex illecebrosus, eggs are neutrally-
buoyant in the water column and larvae planktonic 
(Hendrickson and Holmes, 2004).  Brachyuran female 
crabs, (including Blue crab, lady crab (Ovalipes spp.) 
and spider (Libinia emarginata) crab, hatch off the 
backs of females and then drift in the water column 
(DNR, 2007; Wikipedia, 2007).  Hermit crab females 
also generally carry their eggs on their back and release 
them in a similar manner (Wikipedia, 2007).  
Accordingly, crab young vulnerability would be 
equivalent to that of adults.  Starfish (Asteroidea) utilize 
external fertilization for reproduction and fertilized eggs 
become part of the zooplankton (Wikipedia, 2007).   
 
In addition to these mitigating behavioral factors, there 
is no reason to expect concentrations of individuals in 
sedentary life history stages of highly motile 
invertebrates at the shoals during dredging. 

Added text to 6.5.2.2 stating that 
minimal concerns for eggs and 
larvae of highly motile 
invertebrates because of life history 
habitat associations. 

USDI August 21, 
2007 Letter 

Specific comments.  P. 8-2, References.  Lins 
(1980) not referenced in main body of report. 

Concur.  Reference was relict from earlier draft version.  Deleted Lins (1980) from 
references. 
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Md Dept. 
of 
Planning 

November 
29, 2007 
Letter 

State clearinghouse coordinated state review of 
draft SEIS.  State agencies reviewing draft found it 
to be generally consistent state plans, programs, 
and objectives.   

Comment noted. None. 

MMS December 
11, 2007 
Letter 

MMS reviewed the DSEIS with regard to Weaver, 
Isle of Wight, A, and B offshore shoals.  The 
DSEIS addressed all MMS comments and concerns 
satisfactorily. 

Comment noted. None 
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Supplementary Table:  Comparison of proposed dredging plan presented in DSEIS to modeled borrow action presented in Maa and others (2004).  
Both are for Isle of Wight Shoal. 

To be Dredged Maa and others (2004) DSEIS (2006) 

Volume 8,400,000 m3 11,000,000 yd3 6,800,000 yd3 5,200,000 m3 

Area 280 ha  700 ac 1,030 ac* 417 ha* 
Thickness 3 m 10 ft 4.2 ft* 1.3 m* 
Location Crest and vicinity (shallowest waters of shoal) Avoid crest, within identified borrow sub-areas  

*Note that this would be total area of identified borrow sub-areas to even thickness to produced volume.  If instead dredging were to be conducted within a 
subportion of this area to maximum DSEIS permissible thickness of 10 ft (3 m) down, then area dredged would be 421 ac (170 ha).  
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Figure 1:  Geologic cross-section of Coastal Plain physiographic province (from Vokes, 1957). 
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